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The effectiveness of any language training program is 
determined by generalization of the clinically trained 
behaviors to spontaneous speech {Hedge, Noll and Pecora, 
1979). Traditional language programs which employ operant 
procedures to establish the behavior in the clinic and 
reinforcement from family, teachers and peers in a variety 
of settings to obtain generalization, have been successful 
in establishing the use of grammatical rules in the clinic 
setting, but reportedly have failed to promote generaliza-
tion (Rees, 1978). Recent literature in the areas of 
2 
semantics and pragmatics has produced a trend toward 
teaching language in natural contexts. The purpose of 
this study was to investigate: 1) whether a group taught 
with a traditional syntax program would generalize the 
trained structure to spontaneous speech, 2) whether a 
group trained with a traditional syntax program in combi-
nation with nontraditional methods (natural context) would 
evidence generalization, 3) whether one of the above 
methods would evidence greater, lesser or the same general-
ization and 4) which method would take fewer, the same or 
greater number of sessions. 
Six subjects ranging in age from 4 years 7 months to 
5 years 10 months were selected. All demonstrated normal 
hearing, normal receptive language abilities and delayed 
expressive language abilities. Subjects were matched 
according to Mean Length of Utterance and omission of a 
particular grammatical rule. One of each pair was 
randomly placed in one of the two intervention groups. 
Method A was the Monterey Language Program and Method B 
was the Monterey Language Program used during the first 
half of each session and play activities during the second 
half. Intervention consisted of three twenty-five minute 
sessions a week for twelve sessions. A criterion test, 
devised to measure generalization, was administered before 
intervention, three times during intervention and one week 
following intervention. 
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Results indicated that one subject trained with 
Method A evidenced generalization of the structure, one 
failed to demonstrite generalization and the other was 
beginning to show generalization. These results are not 
as good as would be expected from Gray and Ryan's (1973) 
report, but better than would be expected from both Mulac 
and Tomlinson's (1977) study and reports from the field of 
poor generalization results of traditional programs. Two 
subjects trained with Method B evidenced generalization of 
the structure while one did not. Therefore, it appears 
that Method B was slightly more effective than Method A. 
However, if Subject A3 had entered the study with previous 
remediation experience, he may also have achieved general-
ization and then the methods would have been equally 
effective. It is interesting to note, that the two 
subjects who failed to generalize, one trained with 
Method A and the other with Method B, exhibited articu-
lation disorders as 
Of the subjects who 
subjects took fewer 
well as expressive language delays. 
did generalize, the two Method B 
sessions than did the two Method A 
subjects. As two of these subjects, Al and Bl, were very 
well matched on several variables, the difference in the 
rate of generalization may have been due to the methods 
used. However, results are at very best tentative, as 
with such a small sample individual subject variables may 
have influenced the generalization results. A multiple 
4 
baseline study may help determine whether the difference 
was due to a teaching method or to subjects' individual 
characteristics. 
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Language training requires programming of two facets; 
the first facet concerns establishment of the desired 
behavior and the second facet relates to generalization of 
the established behavior to new environments (Garcia, 
1974; Garcia and DeHaven, 1974; Guess, Sailor and Baer, 
1974; Rees, 1978; Ruder, 1978). The end goal of language 
training is to improve the client's communication in his 
natural environment {Harris, 1975). Therefore, the effec-
tiveness of any language training program is determined by 
generalization of clinically-trained behaviors to new 
situations, settings and persons (Hedge, Noll and Pecora, 
1979). Speech-language pathologists agree that lack of 
generalization of what is learned in the clinic setting to 
spontaneous use outside of that setting is a significant 
problem faced in language training {Mulac and Tomlinson, 
1977; Guess, Keogh and Sailor, 1978; Rees, 1978). 
Through the use of operant procedures, clinicians and 
researchers have found it relatively easy to accomplish 
the first facet of language programming, i.e., establish-
ment of verbal behavior in response to stimuli used in 
training (Sailor, Guess and Baer, 1973; Harris, 1975; 
Guess et al., 1978). 
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Several studies have demonstrated 
success in teaching children grammatical rules within the 
clinical setting (Guess, Sailor, Rutherford and Baer, 
1968; Schumaker and Sherman, 1970; Wheeler and Sulzer, 
1970; Sailor and Taman, 1972; Lutzher and Sherman, 1974). 
The second facet of language programming, i.e., 
generalization of the clinically trained behavior to new 
environments, has not received much experimental attention 
(Garcia, 1974; Harris, 1975). According to Guess, Keogh 
and Sailor (1978), language training programs have not yet 
provided data demonstrating the extent to which spontane-
ous language can be taught. Therefore, even though 
establishment of grammatical rules in the clinical setting 
has been substantiated experimentally, it appears that 
generalization of those rules to spontaneous speech has 
not yet become a reliably scheduled outcome of language 
training (Garcia, 1974). Harris (1975) reviewed language 
training studies which used operant procedures and found 
that many of them did not make an attempt to program for 
generalization, and of the ones which did program for 
generalization, few actually measured it. 
In a review of language training programs which did 
plan for generalization, it was found that the same 
general format was used consistently among them (Risley 
and Wolf, 1968; Sloane, Johnston and Harris, 1968; Bricker 
and Bricker, 1970; Hartung, 1970; Gray and Ryan, 1973; 
Sailor et al., 1973). 
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In general, the first phase of the 
program is directed towards establishing a specified 
verbal response to stimuli, usually pictures. This is 
accomplished through imitation and differential reinforce-
ment. The clinician presents a picture with a verbal 
model for the client to imitate. The imitative prompts 
are gradually faded until the desired response is obtained 
with no model or prompt. After the client demonstrates he 
can produce the desired response consistently in the 
clinic without a model, the second phase is initiated. In 
this phase, family members, teachers and even other chil-
dren are used as reinforcing agents. They reinforce 
correct usage of the target in a variety of settings such 
as in the home, in the classroom and on the playground. 
According to Ruder and Smith ( 1974), the most widely 
used language training programs are ones which employ 
operant procedures and programming, such as 
the previous paragraph. Yet, Rees (1978) 




after language training, produce a given construction on 
demand but f ai 1 to do so spontaneously or appropriately. 
It can no longer be assumed that because a client knows a 
specific application of a grammatical rule that he will 
use that rule broadly to communicate (Hart and Risley, 
1968; Garcia, 1974; Mulac and Tomlinson, 1977; Guess et 
al., 1978; Rees, 1978; Ruder, 1978). Perhaps, clinicians 
4 
are not systematically training parents and teachers to 
reinforce correct usage of the target outside of clinic or 
maybe parents and teachers are being trained but are not 
fol lowing through cons is tent ly. Perhaps different proce-
dures for programming generalization would be more 
effective. Unfortunately, research studying the relative 
effectiveness of different procedures on the process of 
language generalization is noticeably lacking in the lit-
erature (Garcia, 1974; Harris, 1975; Mulac and Tomlinson, 
1977; Muma, 1978). There are, however, implications for 
intervention which can be drawn from the most current 






set of sentences to be 
have approached 
mastered indepen-
one's intent to code a particular idea for a 
particular purpose (Muma, 1978). In other words, aspects 
of communication have been separated out of communicative 
context. Syntax, semantics and pragmatics, however, are 
inseparable, i.e., linguistic forms (structure) are used 
to communicate ideas (semantics) with a particular purpose 
in mind (pragmatics) (McLean and Snyder-McLean, 1978). 
Miller (1981) states the more experience a child has in 
constructing language structures to match real, rather 
than contrived, social or contextual constraints, the more 
likely he is to improve as an effective and appropriate 
communicator. In short, Miller and many others (Harris, 
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1975; Holland, 1975; Hubbell, 1977; McCormick and Elder, 
1978; McLean and Snyder-McLean, 1978; Lucas, 1980) advo-
cate the use of natura 1 contexts in language training, in 
order that the child can practice using the trained struc-
tures in a meaningful way to deal with information which 
interests him. 
In this writer's opinion, this does not mean struc-
tural approaches using operant procedures should be 
discontinued, but rather, as Muma (1978) suggests, the 
limits of these procedures must be recognized. Operant 
procedures of imitation and differential reinforcement 
have been effective in establishing syntactical struc-
tures. It is methods of programming generalization of the 
established syntactical structure to spontaneous speech, 
which have not been substantiated (Garcia, 1974; Guess et 
al., 1974; Harris, 1975; Guess et al., 1978). When tradi-
tional syntax programs teach the functional use of a 
particular structure, it is left unt i 1 the last step of 
the program. Rather than wait until the last step of the 
program to teach functional use of a structure, it is 
suggested by this writer, that operant procedures be used 
to establish the syntactical structure and natural con-
texts, such as play, be used concurrently to teach the use 
of the structure. 
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
The purpose of this study was to compare the general-
ization of a syntactical structure by children who were 
trained by two methods of instruction. One group was 
taught a syntactical structure using a traditional syntax 
program, in which, generalization of the structure was the 
last step of the program. A second group was taught the 
same syntactical structure using traditional methods in 
combination with nontraditional methods (natural contexts) 
concurrently, thereby promoting generalization of the 
structure from the beginning of the program. Answers to 
the following questions were sought: 
1. Will children taught with a traditional 
syntax program evidence generalization of 
the trained syntactical structure? 
2. Will children taught with a traditional 
syntax program in combination with non-
traditional methods (natural contexts) 
concurrently, evidence generalization of 
the trained syntactical structure? 
3. Will children taught with a traditional 
syntax program in combination with non-
traditional methods (natural contexts) 
concurrently, evidence greater, lesser, or 
the same generalization of the trained 
syntactical structure as the children 
taught with a traditional syntax program? 
4. If children in both groups evidence general-
ization of the trained syntactical struc-
ture, will the children taught with a 
traditional syntax program in combination 
with nontraditional methods (natural con-
texts) concurrently, take fewer, the same 
or greater number of sessions than the 
children taught with a traditional syntax 
program? 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The ability to communicate is a critical component of 
human development (Bricker and Bricker, 1970). Conse-
quently, children who are handicapped in language develop-
ment need remedial training directed towards improving 
their communication skills. Today many language training 
programs exist for the purpose of accomplishing this goal 
(Guess, Keogh and Sailor, 1978). The effectiveness of 
these programs must be determined by generalization of the 
clinically trained target to new situations, settings and 
persons, for, only if the child uses the structure outside 
of the clinic will it improve his communication (Hedge, 
Noll, and Pecora, 1979). Generalization is reported as a 
significant problem faced in language training (Mulac and 
Tomlinson, 1977; Guess et al., 1978; Rees, 1978). Diffi-
culties encountered while attempting to obtain any desired 
goal, such as generalization, requires that the procedures 
and theories underlying those procedures be scrutinized. 
Language training programs are often based on theor-
ies of "what" language is and "how" it is acquired (McLean 
and Snyder-McLean, 1978; Muma, 1978; Schiefelbusch, 
1978). Theories are merely premises based upon research 
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and therefore, are subject to change as new investigations 
add to the knowledge in a field. Bruner {1975) provides a 
good summary on the development of thoughts concerning lang-
uage acquisition. He follows the progression of thoughts 
from viewing language as an operant behavior {behaviorism), 
to describing language in terms of grammatical rules 
{transformational grammar), to a look at the underlying 
meanings of structures {semantics) and most currently an 
interest in how language is used to fulf i 11 intentions 
(pragmatics). As theories of language acquisition change, 
so must procedures for teaching language change. 
THEORIES OF LANGUAGE ACQUISITION 
The two most dominant theories underlying the majori-
ty of language intervention programs are the behavioral 
theory and the transformational grammar theory {Lee, 
1974b; Ruder and Smith, 1974). The behavioral theory 
provides a concept of "how" language is acquired which has 
readily translated into procedural practices for language 
training programs. The transformational grammar theory, 
on the other hand, provides a description of "what" 
children learn when they acquire language, thereby, 
supplying goals or content for language training programs. 
Behavioral Theory 
Skinner {1957) 
terms of learning 
described language acquisition 
theory. According to Skinner, 
in 
all 
aspects of language learning, 
9 
including phonological, 
lexical and grammatical aspects, are learned as any other 
form of learned behavior is, i.e., through conditioning 
and shaping by en vi ronmenta 1 reinforcement. Verba 1 
behaviors, therefore, are operant behaviors whose rates 
can be controlled by the manipulation of the consequences 






"what" a child learns 
language is described as verbal behaviors, 
product of language, the linguistic code. 
Transformational Grammar Theory 
(Skinner, 1957), 
when acquiring 
i.e., the final 
Chomsky (1957) developed transformational grammar in 
an effort to describe the rules underlying the generative 
use of language. In a review of Skinner's ( 19 5 7) book 
Verbal Behavior, Chomsky (1959) rejected the behavioral 
theory description of the language acquisition process, 
stating that this theory could not account for the genera-
tive use of language. According to the transformational 
grammar theory, only through an understanding of the gram-
matical relationships of subject, verb and object, is a 
person able to understand and produce an infinite number 
of sentences. To understand or produce a sentence such 
as, "The bone was eaten by the dog.", a person must know 
how each functions in the sentence, i.e., that "bone" 
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functions as the object of the sentence and "dog" as the 
subject. 
Psycholinguists, such as McNeil (1966), interpreted 
Chomsky's theory and stated that children have an innate 
ability to discover the grammatical relationships of 
subject, verb and object, 
exposed to adult language 
provided they are sufficiently 
in the environment. In brief, 
psycholinguists define "what" children learn as grammati-
cal rules and "how" children learn these rules is through 
an innate capacity to discover them in speech. 
According to Lee (1974b), the biggest contribution of 
transformational grammar to language training programs has 
been the generation of a tremendous amount of research 
studying the development of grammatical rules in normal 
language acquisition. Speech-language pathologists using 
operant language training programs often depend upon 
developmental information from psycholinguistic research 
to plan the content of their programs (Lee, 1974b). 
REVIEW OF OPERANT STUDIES AND PROGRAMS 
In the years f o ! lowing Skinner• s ( 19 5 7) description 
of the operant nature of language, considerable attention 
was directed toward applying learning theory to the devel-
opment of language skills among language deficient indivi-
duals (Hedge and Gierut, 1979). The two concepts of oper-
ant procedures and programmed instruction were implemented 
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in a number of operant conditioning studies, and were 
eventually used to design systematic language training 
programs. Programmed instruction, briefly, refers to the 
planned presentation of language to children in succes-
sively more difficult steps (Lee, 1974b). Operant proce~ 
dures include the shaping of verbal responses through 
imitation and differential reinforcement. In brief, 
children are taught to imitate verbal responses, and then 
verbal prompts or models are faded, so as to transfer 
speech from imitative control to control by appropriate 
stimulus conditions (Risley and Wolfe, 1968). 
Some of the first studies investigating the use of 
operant procedures to train language were case studies 
involving autistic and severely retarded children. Risley 
and Wolfe (1968) used operant procedures to teach language 
to autistic children. The steps used were: 1) elimination 
of disruptive behavior through time-out from positive 
reinforcement; 2) establishment of control over imitation 
through shaping and differential reinforcement; 3) naming, 
which involved appropriate verbal responses in the 
presence of pictures or objects ( imitative prompts were 
faded out); 4) establishment of phrases, through similar 
procedures as used in teaching naming; and finally, 
5) appropriate speech as systematically reinforced with a 
variety of individuals in a variety of settings. 
Sloane, Johnston and Harris {1968) followed nearly 
12 
the same format as Risley and Wolfe {1968) in teaching 
language to severely retarded and emotionally disturbed 
children. In both studies, subjects were reported to 
generalize, although infrequently, their new verbal beha-
viors to settings other than those used in training. 
However, reports of generalization were not experimental, 
but rather, of the anecdotal type {Guess, Sailor and Baer, 
1974). 
In addition to case reports, a series of empirical 
studies have explored the teaching of grammatical forms 
using imitation and differential reinforcement. As a 
group, these studies have indicated that grammatical 
rules, once trained in the context of a limited number of 
stimuli, generalized to new and nontrained stimuli. 
Guess, Sailor, Rutherford and Baer {1968) taught a 
severely retarded girl to use 







training, positive reinforcement was contingent upon 
correct imitations of singular and plural verbalization in 
response to a set of objects presented to the subject 
singly and in pairs. Eventually, the subject responded 
correctly to the presented object or objects with no 
model. To test whether the learned grammatical rule 
generalized to different stimuli than used in training, 
probes were conducted in which new objects were presented 
to the subject. The subject la be led these new objects 
13 
correctly even though she had never been trained with them. 
Several other studies followed this same format, 
i.e., teaching a grammatical 
usually pictures or objects, 
rule to specific stimuli, 
and then probing with un-
trained pictures or objects to test for generalization of 
the rule. Schumaker and Sherman (1970) taught retarded 
children, through the use of imitation and reinforcement 
procedures, to produce past and present tense forms of 
verbs in response to verba 1 requests. The children suc-
cessfully produced the correct past and present tense 
forms in response to untrained verb presentations. In 
another study done by Wheeler and Sulzer (1970), a sub-
ject, who spoke telegraphic English, was trained to use a 
particular sentence form that included articles and verbs 
to describe a set of pictures. The trained sentence form 
generalized to a set of untrained pictures. Lutzher and 
Sherman (1974) taught retarded and normal children to use 
sentences involving plural and singular subject-verb 
agreement in response to pictures. As was found in the 
other studies, probe testing for generalization to un-
trained pictures revealed that imitation and reinforcement 
procedures can be used to teach generative grammatical 
rules. 
In none of the experiments 
examined in other generalization 
tasks, or with different people. 
described above, was 
settings, on different 
Two studies examined 
generalization under less restricted procedures. 
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Martin 
(1975) taught the use of descriptive adjectives within 
sentences to two retarded children. The children imitated 
twelve specific sentences (without pictures), containing 
six different animals and specific adjectives, for 
example: "The black bear is eating.", in a morning ses-
sion. In the afternoon, a different experimenter 
presented twelve Peabody animal pictures and asked the 
subject to describe the pictures. Six of the different 
animals depicted in the pictures had been used in sen-
tences in the morning session, and the other six had not. 
It was found that the subjects used adjectives to describe 
all the pictures even though six of the animals had not 
been included in sentences in the morning sessions. 
Therefore, generalization measures were obtained in a 
slightly different task, with a different experimenter and 
in a different setting. 
Hart and Risley {1968) went even further in their 
study and measured for generalization training to free 
play. They taught disadvantaged preschool children colors 
using the standard operant procedures of imitation and 
differential reinforcement. When the children reached 
criterion, they probed their spontaneous speech to see if 
the children were using what they "knew". They were not, 
so the experimenters decided to change their procedures. 
During play time the children were required to use colors 
toys or when asking for snack food. 
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A when asking for 
probe of their spontaneous speech found that they were 
were with-
target was 
using colors even after the contingencies 
drawn. The authors concluded that once the 
generated in free play, it was maintained even though the 
contingencies were removed. This study found that tradi-
tional methods were ineffective in modifying spontaneous 
speech until combined with other procedures. 
An outgrowth of the research on teaching language 
using operant procedures has been the publication of 
systematic language training programs. Bricker and 
Bricker ( 19 70) , Hartung ( 19 70) and Sailor, Guess and Baer 
( 1973) wrote similar language training programs for 
severely language handicapped children. The procedures 
used and steps followed resemble the ones discussed in the 
case studies involving autistic and severely retarded 
children. A brief review of these follows. Attending 
behaviors are taught first, followed by motor imitation 
skills and vocal imitative skills, respectively. Next, a 
transition from vocal imitation to naming is accomplished. 
Phrases and sentences are taught next. All of these tasks 
are achieved through shaping procedures using imitative 
prompts, fading of these prompts and differential 
reinforcement of the desired behavior. The last step of 
these programs is to extend generalization of the desired 
response through reinforcing it in a variety of 
settings 
none of 
and with a variety of people. 












His program for severely 
basically follows the same 
steps as the previously mentioned programs but with the 
addition of play-group activities, in which the child has 
direct experience with the objects and actions he is 
learning to talk about during training. However, again it 
is unfortunate that no measurements of generalization are 
provided. 
Gray and Ryan (1973) developed a language training 
program to teach the "nonlanguage" child, defined by them 
to be a child whose code sending is nonverbal, or if 
verbal, violates syntactic rules of usage. This program 
differs from the previously cited programs in that it 
assumes the child already has the ability to imitate 
strings of words. The program consists of forty-one 
sub-programs designed to teach a core of language 
structures. Operant procedures are used to teach the 
language structures. Gray and Ryan reported complete 
generalization of trained targets to spontaneous usage in 
the home. However, no data were reported to support this 
statement. Mulac and Tomlinson ( 1977) conducted a study 
using the Gray and Ryan program and found that the 
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experimental group's use of the target in spontaneous 
speech was no better than the control group's. Gray and 
Ryan (1973) did report on improvements made by their 
subjects on the Northwestern Syntax Screening Test. 
However, whether these improvements were due to maturation 
or the program could not be established due to the lack of 
a control group. 
Summary. The majority of research has been directed 
toward the development of operant training procedures for 
achieving the establishment of syntactical structures in 
response to pictures or objects within the clinic setting. 
That this goal has been attained is empirically supported 
in the literature (Guess et al., 1968; Hart and Risley, 
1968; Schumaker and Sherman, 1970; Wheeler and Sulzer, 
1970; Lutzher and Sherman, 1974; Martin, 1975). However, 
the end goal of language training is generalization of the 
clinically trained target to other settings and persons 
(Garcia and DeHaven, 1974). Although some studies and 
programs reviewed mentioned procedures to be used in 
obtaining generalization, only a few actually measured it 
(Hart and Risley, 1968; Gray and Ryan, 1973; Martin, 1975) 
and these studies had experimental design difficulties. 
Hart and Risley (1968) collected data in the treatment 
setting. Martin (1975) measured generalization in a 
different setting but with a structured task similar to 
that used in training, rather than measuring spontaneous 
speech. 
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Gray and Ryan (1973) measured for generalization 
using spontaneous speech samples, but provided no data. 
Whether or not operant language programs do achieve 
improved spontaneous language in their subjects has not 
been established due to a lack of attention towards meas-
uring (Guess et al., 1978). However, several researchers 
have noted that generalization to spontaneous speech is a 
significant problem observed in clients trained with the 
use of operant language programs (Lee, 1974b; Mulac and 
Tomlinson, 1977; Guess et al., 1978; Rees, 1978). Mahoney 
and Seeley {1976) and McLean and Snyder-McLean (1978) 
suggest that traditional operant language programs may 
lack generalization results due to their concentration on 
the linguistic code and less attention directed towards 
semantics and pragmatics. A look at these more current 
theories of language acquisition may provide implications 
for obtaining generalization. 
CURRENT THEORIES OF LANGUAGE ACQUISITION 
Semantic Theory 
The 1960's were dominated by Chomsky's theory of 
language acquisition; however, as researchers applied this 
theory to the study of children's early utterances, it was 
discovered to be inadequate in describing them (McLean and 
Snyder-McLean, 1978). Bloom (1970) noticed when she used 
grammatica 1 rules (subject, verb and object) to describe 
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children's utterances, she did not adequately reflect 
their knowledge of language. The utterance "mommy sock" 
would be described as "noun-noun", if one were applying 
grammatical rules. Bloom found that a much better des-
cription of an utterance could be obtained if the non-
linguistic context surrounding the use of 





holding up a sock to show to someone and is pointing to 
his mother saying "mommy sock", then the utterance may be 
described as possessive. On the other hand, if the child 
gives the sock to his mother and sticks out his foot while 
saying "mommy sock", the utterance could be more adequately 
described as agent-action. 
Bloom's study generated an emphasis in research some-
times referred to as the "semantic revolution" (McLean and 
Snyder-McLean, 1978). Semantics refers to the relation-
ship between the linguistic code and the nonlinguistic 
world of objects, people and events (Muma, 1978). Seman-
ticists believe a child's early structures are determined 
by his intent to "mean" something, i.e., to express his 
knowledge of relationships between objects, people and 
events, as opposed to the structures being determined by 
innate grammatical rules (McLean and Snyder-McLean, 1978; 
Muma, 1978, Lucas, 1980). Therefore, the question of 
"what" a child learns when he acquires language can no 
longer be viewed in terms of structure alone. Semantics 
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(meaning) and structure (code) are inseparable and both 
must be considered in the language acquisition process 
(Muma, 1978). Consideration of "meanings" and their 
matching structures directed researchers towards looking 
at new theories of "how" language is acquired. 
The prevalent hypothesis states early language acqui-
sition consists of learning how to map language on to 
concepts that have already been acquired on a nonlin-
guistic basis (Mahoney and Seeley, 1976; Bowerman, 1978; 
McLean and Snyder-McLean, 1978; Muma, 1978; Lucas, 1980). 
A closer look at this hypothesis reveals there are two 
interesting factors involved in language acquisition. 
There is the child forming nonlinguistic concepts and 
there is the adult language user providing linguistic 
labels for these concepts (Bruner, 1975; Leonard, 1975; 
Bowerman, 1978; MacDonald, 1978; Lucas, 1980). This 
theory suggests that language is acquired through the 
child's active participation in a dynamic partnership with 
the adult language users in his environment. A look at 
each partner's contribution to the process is appropriate. 
Child. Researchers turned to Piaget's theory of 
early cognitive development as a means of explaining the 
concepts underlying the development of linguistic struc-
tures (Bowerman, 1978). Piaget believes children formu-
late schemas or concepts about their world through action 
and interaction with objects and people in their 
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environment. Nelson (1974), in a study analyzing the 
first fifty words of eighteen subjects, found the one 
outstanding characteristic of early words is their 
reference to objects and events involved in dynamic 
relationships. Lucas (1980), also in agreement with 
Piaget, suggested that the child learns temporal concepts 
in relation to his interactions with objects, people and 
events in a variety of situations and that, these concepts 
are prerequisites to the use of verb inflections. For 
example, to use "going" instead of "go", the child would 
have to understand locative action. The child has another 
responsibility in addition to learning concepts, for if he 
wants to talk about his knowledge, he must learn the 
linguistic code from adult users. 
Adult language user. Bruner (1975) points to the 
adult's role as being an interpreter of the child's inten-
tions or meaning. He states that the early interaction 
patterns between the mother and the child form the basis 
of language acquisition. The adult attends to the child's 
interactions with his environment, interprets them and 
encodes them for the child (Bruner, 1975; Leonard, 1975; 
MacDonald, 1978; Lucas, 1980). The child learns to estab-
lish joint attention with the mother through increasingly 
sophisticated means, starting with such primitive func-
tions as crying, bodily movement and eye contact. Ges-
tures such as pointing and reaching may be used next. 
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Eventually, the child uses 1 inguistic devices to achieve 
his intentions. In summary, the adult's role in the 
acquisition process is to attend to the child's interac-
tions with nonlinguistic elements, interpret his intended 
meaning and mark his meaning with conventional symbols. 
Researchers hypothesize that adult language directed 
toward children has some special features which aid the 
child in making a match between nonlinguistic interactions 
and the code. 
Mahoney and Seely (1976) provide an excellent review 
of the literature concerning linguistic input. Speech 
directed toward young children has been found to be 
slower, with pauses between units of meaning. Mothers 
reduce the syntactical complexity of their speech so that 
it correlates with the child's level and also restrict 
their choice of vocabulary, choosing concrete labels to 
describe objects and events to their children. Speech 
directed to young children has been found to be repeti-
tive, with the repetitions being paraphrases of one idea. 
The effects of these linguistic modifications are not 
clear; however, logically it appears, that such simplifi-
cations in the code make it easier for the child to 
comprehend the connection between his nonlinguistic 
interactions and the code used to ref er to them. 
Summary. The greatest contribution of the semantic 
revolution is its redefinition of "what" children learn 
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when they acquire language and also "how" they develop 
language. Whereas previous theories, behavioral and 
transformational grammar, address the acquisition of the 
linguistic code, the semanticists address the acquisition 
of meaning underlying the linguistic code. On the 
question of "how" language is acquired, the behaviorists 
describe the child's role as passive. Importance is 
placed with the child interacting with the environment. 
The environment is seen to play the significant role. The 
transformational grammarians describe the acquisition 
process in terms of the child's innate ability to learn 
language. The child is seen as being cognitively active 
in the acquisition process and the role of the environment 
is not stressed. Semanticists view language acquisition 
as involving a dynamic partnership between the child and 
adult. This directs attention toward the use of language 
in social contexts. 
Pragmatic Theory 
Bates ( 1976) defines pragmatics as the rules govern-
ing the use of language in context, in other words, the 
use of language for communicating in a particular si tua-
tion. The study of pragmatics has shifted attention away 
from the structural and semantic components of language 
towards an interest in the purpose of language, including 
both the global functions that language serves, such as 
providing a tool for communication, and the functions that 
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individual utterances may serve, such as requesting 
information or demanding action. With the advent of 
pragmatics, speech-language pathologists have directed 
their attention toward communicative effectiveness or 
competency. Instead of examining only the structure and 
meaning underlying a client's utterance, they evaluate 
whether the utterance was successful in communicating the 
client's needs. In other words, did the client's listener 
understand the intent of the utterance? Can a child use 
an utterance to get what he wants, i.e., to regulate his 
listener's actions? 
There are some language-handicapped children who, to 
become more effective communicators, need to learn the 
various functions of utterances, such as the greeting or 
regulatory functions. Such a child may not know that he 
can gain another person's attention by saying "Hi" (greet-
ing) or that he can get something out of his reach by 
pointing to and labeling the object (regulatory) (McLean 
and Snyder-McLean, 1978). The child with a pragmatic 
disorder does not know how to use language to get what he 
wants. 
In summary, the study of pragmatics has directed 
attention to the sometimes forgotten reason for language 
training, that is, the goal of improving communication. 
Communicative competency includes two factors, the know-
ledge of linguistic rules and the ability to apply these 
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rules in appropriate contexts (Rees, 1978). Geller and 
Wollner ( 1976, as cited in Rees, 1978) provide an 
illustration of a child who has learned how to produce 
some structures but does not know when to use the struc-
tures to communicate: 
After having been trained in the therapy room 
with the appropriate stimuli to ask "Who is it?" 
"What is it?" and "Where is it?" the clinician 
decided to test Jeffery's ability to use these 
questions in a more natural, real-life situa-
tion. Jeffery was told that he and the clini-
cian were going for a walk, and he was reminded 
to ask questions when he got outside. At this 
point Jeffery opened the door, and announced to 
no one in particular, "Who is it?" "What is it?" 
"Where is it?" 
IMPLICATIONS FOR INTERVENTION 
Language programs traditionally have approached 
language as a set of sentences to be mastered indepen-
dently of one's intent to code a particular idea for a 
particular purpose (Muma, 1978). In other words, aspects 
of communication have been separated out of communicative 
context. Syntax, semantics and pragmatics, however, are 
inseparable, i.e., linguistic forms (structure) are used 
to communicate ideas (semantics) with a particular purpose 
in mind (pragmatics) (McLean and Snyder-McLean, 1978). 
Language intervention programs based upon a broader, more 
comprehensive view of "what" language is and "how" it is 
acquired may produce better generalization results. 
Research in semantics and pragmatics has provided 
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clinicians with a theoretical base that could be used for 
the development of new procedures for training language 
(Muma, 1978). 
Current programs have proven their ability to teach 
children grammatical structures in response to 
and objects. Unfortunately, children often do 




1975; Mahoney and Seely, 1976; Mulac and Tomlinson, 1977; 
Guess et al., 1978; McCormick and Elder, 1978). Perhaps 
they are not using the structures because they have no 
generalized meaning for them. Many researchers are 
recognizing the advantages of using 
training language (Hart and Risley, 
natural contexts in 
1968; Holland, 1975; 
Martin, 1975; MacDonald, 1978; McLean and Snyder-McLean, 
1978; Muma, 1978; Lucas, 1980; Miller, 1981). The term 
"natural context" seems to imply that no structure or 
preplanning is involved; 
clinician simply brings in 
suggesting 
a pile of 
toys and proceeds to interact with 
perhaps, that the 
randomly selected 
the client in an 
arbitrary manner. To the contrary, McLean and Snyder-
McLean {1978) state that with concentration and effort the 
teacher can systematically develop an environment in which 
the communicative utterance can become highly controlled 
and predictable. 
There are general guidelines suggested in the litera-
ture for planning both the context and the clinician's 
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interaction patterns with the client in that context. 
Holland (1975) emphasizes the interrelatedness of word and 
activity for young children. In other words, children 
talk about what they and others are doing. This implies 
the need for using toys with which the child can manipu-
late and interact. Guess, Keogh and Sailor (1978) state 
that generalization is a function of the degree of 
similarity between training and natural settings. This 
implies that using toys from the child's environment or 
role playing familiar situations may promote generaliza-
tion. Lucas (1980) and Muma (1978) suggest, in order for 
a child to formulate a concept, he must experience it in a 
variety of settings and usages. Harris (1975) reports 
that the more or larger variety of settings used in 
training, the greater the probability of generalization. 
In sununary, the research seems to suggest that the plan-
ning of a wide variety of contexts would be beneficial in 
deciding on activities for training in natural contexts. 
Hubbell (1977) provides clinicians with general 
guidelines to follow in planning their interactions with 
children when spontaneous talking is the goal, as would be 
the case when training language in natural contexts. He 
found that, generally, there is a negative correlation 
between spontaneous talking and conunands, questions and 
expressions of approval or disapproval. Conditions 
associated with spontaneous talking were interactive 
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patterns in which the mother followed the child's lead in 
activities and at the same time, conversed and commented 
on the child's focus of attention. It must be emphasized, 
that for this type of interaction pattern to be successful 
in language training, the clinician must structure the 
environment so that the "child's lead" predictably results 
in the occurrence of the target structure. 
There appears to be a trend toward viewing the 
clinician's role in teaching language within natural 
contexts, as being one in which he functions as a 
facilitator, expander and idealizer of 
utterances (Bruner, 1975; Muma, 






within natural contexts, the terms modeling and expansion 
are frequently mentioned. Miller (1981) refers to 
modeling as providing the appropriate language structures 
to describe the child's activities when he is doing little 
talking. Muma (1978) calls this parallel talking i.e., 
using wel 1-formed sentences to describe the adult's and 
child's activities. 
The literature provides different terms to describe. 
the adult's response to a child's talking. The term 
expansion refers to when the adult responds to a child• s 
incomplete utterance, such as "Mommy eat lunch" with a 
wel 1-f ormed sentence which preserves the child's meaning, 
such as "Mommy is eating lunch." Muma ( 1978) states that 
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sometimes adults respond to a child's utterance with a 
simple, but nonexpanded utterance which broadens the 
communicative context but maintains the child's utterance 
as the focus. For example, if the child says: "Doggie 
bark," the adult may respond, ."The doggie's hurt." Muma 
calls this the simple expiation model and suggests it is a 
useful syntactic technique for 
structure and possibly simple 
learning basic sentence 
transformations. The 
literature on the effects of modeling and expansions on 
syntactical development is inconclusive (Cazden, 1965 as 
cited in Dale, 1976). However, Muma (1978), Lucas (1980) 
and Miller (1981) all recommend using these interactive 
patterns because they provide correct structures to match 
the meaning of a child's utterance. 
McLean and Snyder-McLean (1978), MacDonald (1978) and 
Miller (1981) appear to agree that social-play interac-
tions between teachers and children provide an excel lent 
natural context for language training. McLean and Snyder-
McLean speculate on the reason why language intervention 
programs use natural contexts so sparingly, if at all. 
They state that the opinion is strong that handicapped 
children are not normal and, therefore, "normal" language 
teaching methods would not be powerful enough to provide 
the compensatory help needed. According to McLean and 
Snyder-McLean (1978), this is a valid view, but not reason 
enough to conclude that nothing in the normal process 
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would be helpful in planning intervention. 
Some scholars acknowledge the validity of using both 
structured training and training in natur~l contexts (Hart 
and Risley, 1968; Hubbell, 1977; MacDonald, 1978; McCormick 
and Elder, 1978). Hubbell (1977) reports implementing 
structured work in individual clinical sessions in standard 
clinic room and facilitative work, i.e., use of natural 
context, in a small nursery school situation. His reported 
preliminary results suggest this combined approach may be 
very effective with many language delayed children. He 
reasons that the structured training provides practice 
with linguistic structure and the use of facilitation or 
natural contexts provides the interpersonal aspect. 
MacDonald (1978) developed the Environmental Language 
Inventory (ELI), which is not a written language training 
program, but rather, is a set of general guidelines that 
can be adapted for different individual's remedial needs. 
The ELI is based upon the hypothesis that language rules 
need to be taught involving the client's natural environ-
ment. The training. design provides for establishment of 
rules in imitation and simultaneous generalization of the 
rules into conversation and more spontaneous use in play. 
The ELI• s paralleled imitative and conversational proce-
du re is referred to as the Conversation-Imitation-Conver-
sation (CIC) model. An example of the CIC model for 





1. Nonlinguistic cue: Kicks ball in air 
2. Conversation cue: "What am I doing?" 
3. Imitation due: "Say, kick ball" 
4. Nonlinguistic cue: Again kicks ball in air 
5. Conversation cue: "What am I doing?" 
Structured play activities follow the CIC procedure. 
During the play period, the child is required to use those 
rules trained with the CIC procedures. 
This author recognizes the possible advantages 
proposed by Hubbell (1977) and MacDonald (1978) of using 
both structured training and training in natural context 
simultaneously to teach syntactical structures to language 
delayed children. Yet, a review of the literature by this 
investigator found no study comparing a method employing 
simultaneous or parallel use of structured training and 
training in natural contexts, to the more traditional 
linear method of first establishing the structure and 
then, as the final step attempting to generalize the 
established structure to natural contexts. Perhaps a 
method using both structured training and natural contexts 
from the beginning of remediation would produce better 
generalization results than a method which waits until the 
end of the program to undertake generalization. The 
purpose of this study was to compare the generalization 
results of two such methods. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter describes the general plan of the study, 
followed by a detailed description of methods and proce-
dures. 
GENERAL PLAN 
This investigation was conducted at Portland State 
University Speech and Hearing Clinic during April and May, 
1981. Six subjects, ranging in age from 4 years 7 months 
to 5 years 10 months were selected. All subjects demon-
strated normal hearing, normal receptive language abili-
ties and delayed expressive language abilities. Each 
subject was matched with another subject according to Mean 
Length of Utterance and omission of a particular gram-
matical rule in his expressive speech. Three pairs of 
subjects were matched and one of each pair was randomly 
placed in one of the two intervention groups. One subject 
of each matched pair was presented a particular syntacti-
cal structure using the Monterey Language Program 
{Method A), while the other subject of the matched pair 
was presented the same syntactical structure using the 
Monterey Language Program during the first half of the 
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session and the natural use of the structure in a play 
situation during the second half of the session (Method B). 
Intervention consisted of three twenty-five minute sessions 
a week, for twelve sessions. A criterion test devised to 
measure generalization, was administered before interven-
tion, three times during intervention and one week follow-
ing intervention. The generalization results of each 
method were compared using descriptive analysis of the 
data to answer the four questions posed for this study. 
SUBJECTS 
Six subjects, five males and one female, ranging in 
age from 4 years 7 months to 5 years 10 months were selec-
ted from children who previously had attended or had been 
evaluated at the Portland State University Speech and 
Hearing Clinic. A three-step procedure was used to select 
the subjects: 1) case files of clients at Portland State 
University were reviewed; 2) potential subjects were 
screened; and 3) children who could be matched on prede-
termined variables were selected as subjects for the study. 
Review of Case Files 
This investigator reviewed case files of children 
enrolled in Articulation and Language Clinic Winter, 1981, 
and of children waiting to be served during Summer, 1981. 
Children meeting the following criterion were considered 
to be potential subjects: 
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1) chronological age between 
4 years 6 months and 6 years; 2) demonstrated normal 
hearing; 3) had approximately age level receptive language 
scores; 4) exhibited delayed expressive language scores; 
and 5) demonstrated at least 70 percent intelligibility in 
known contexts. The parents of potential subjects were 
contacted by telephone and after the study was explained 
were asked if they would be interested in their child 
being screened for participation in the study. If they 
were interested, a permission form allowing for adminis-
tration of the screening tests, was signed (Appendix A). 
Variables Screened and Instrumentation Used 
Auditory Acuity. Normal hearing was defined as 
passing an audiometric screening at 20 dB for the f requen-
cies of 500 Hz, 1000 Hz and 2000 Hz in both ears. Hearing 
screening was perf armed in a quiet, carpeted clinic room 
with a portable Beltone audiometer, ANSI, 1969. 
Receptive Language Abilities. For the purposes of 
this study, normal or slightly above normal was defined as 
a Mental Age (M.A.) for receptive vocabulary on the 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn, 1965) which devia-
ted no more than 6 months below or 12 months above the 
child's chronological age. According to Emmerick and 
Hatten (1974), the PPVT is one of the best screening 
measures of language with regard to standardization, 
population, and reliability studies. 
Ex12ressive Lan~e Abilities. A 
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75-utterance 
language sample was obtained from potential subjects who 
previously had passed the hearing screening and were 
within the specified limits on the PPVT. The initial 
purpose of the sample was to note whether a child omitted 
or incorrectly used syntactical structures in his sponta-
neous speech and whether his speech appeared to be at 
least 70 percent intelligible in context. 
Procedures suggested by Lee {1974a) were used to 
gather the utterances from 
room as the setting, the 
subject played with toys. 
each child. Using a clinic 
investigator and potential 
A cassette tape recorder was 
used to record the samples. If it was noted during the 
language sampling procedure that the child omitted or 
incorrectly used syntactical structures and appeared to be 
at least 70 percent intelligible in context, he remained a 
possible candidate and his language sample was further 
examined through the use of two calculations, Mean Length 
of Utterance {MLU) and Speech Intelligibility Index {SII). 
MLU is defined as the average length of a child's 
utterances in morphemes {Dale, 1976). It is an index 
which provides an estimate of a child's expressive 
language development in relationship to his peers. In 
determining MLU's for this study, the first 25 utterances 
of a sample were discarded and the remaining 50 used for 
calculation, following the rules designated by Dale 
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(1976). The purpose of obtaining MLU's was to provide an 
index to be used in matching subjects according to 
expressive language abilities. 
Speech intelligibility for each child was determined 
from the SO-utterance language sample. The number of 
unintelligible utterances was subtracted from the total 
50 utterances, thereby resulting in the number of 
intelligible utterances, which was translated into an 
intelligibility percentage. In this study, the intelligi-
bility percentage is referred to as the Speech Intelligi-
bility Index (SII). A SII of at least 70 percent was 
necessary to remain a possible subject, in order, to insure 
enough understanding of a child's speech to determine 
whether or not he used the syntactical structure in his 
spontaneous speech. 
Selecting Subjects with Matched Abilities 
The investigator reviewed the screening information 
gathered from potential subjects who met the five criteria 
described above. Six subjects were selected based upon 
the investigator's ability to form three pairs matched 
according to two criteria: 1) MLU matched within . 5 of a 
morpheme and 2) incorrect usage of the same syntactical 
structure in spontaneous speech. The final criterion that 
all six matched potential subjects had to meet was 
demonstrating the presence of an articulatory marker for 
the chosen syntactical structure. The Photo Articulatio_n 
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Test {PAT) {Pendergast, Dickey, Selmar and Soder, 1965) 
was administered for that purpose. All six potential 
subjects met the final criterion, and after permission 
forms {Appendix B and Appendix C) were signed, became the 
designated subjects of this study. Table I illustrates 
how the subjects were paired. See Appendix D for more 
complete descriptions of the subjects. 
TABLE I 
MATCHING OF SUBJECTS ON MEAN LENGTH OF 
UTTERANCE {MLU) AND ERRORED STRUCTURE* 
Subject Method Pair MLU Error Structure 
Subject A 1 4.54 them/they 
Subject B 1 4.56 them/they 
Subject A 2 4.34 her/she 
Subject B 2 4.28 her/she 
Subject A 3 5.14 her/she 
Subject B 3 5.18 her/she 
*Method A was the Monterey Language Program and 
Method B was the Monterey Language Program used 
during the first half of each session and play 
activities the second half 
PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 
Monterey Language Program {MLP), Method A 
Content. The MLP is a program designed to teach 
grammar, defined by Gray and Ryan {1973) as a basic set of 
38 
rules which permits the user to generate sentences. 
According to Gray and Ryan, the rules or structures 
included in the MLP were chosen because they can be used 
to develop complex sentences and can also lead to several 
other forms of sentences. Appendix E shows the sequence 
of forms taught in the forty-one programs of the MLP. 
Placement. According to Gray and Ryan ( 1973), the 
use of the MLP is considered, if after asking parents and 
teachers about a child's talking and observing a small 
sample of his speech, the child is determined to .have an 
oral grammatica !-syntactical deficit. The Programmed 
Conditioning for Language Test (PCLT), a test which 
measures the child's usage of grammatical structures 
taught in the MLP, is administered in order to decide 
whether any of the MLP language programs would be useful. 
Specific grammatical errors on the PCLT indicate the need 
for specific programs. The child is started on the first 
failed program. A criterion test, to be used as a pre and 
post measure, is given for the specific target to be 
taught {Appendix F). The manual provides placement 
procedures to determine the exact starting point in a 
specific program for a particular child. 
For the purpose of this study, slight deviations 
were made in the placement procedures described above. 
The PCLT was administered to all six subjects. However, 
the first failed programs were not chosen as a starting 
place. Instead, because of 
the programs corresponding 
shown in Table I were used. 
the subjects failed the PCLT 
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the need to match subjects, 
to their errored structure 
Unexpectedly, only four of 
test i tern corresponding to 
their chosen errored structure in conversational speech as 
shown on Table I. Two subjects, Subject A2 and 82, passed 
the test item corresponding to their errored structures in 
conversational speech. 
scores of 0 percent on 
Criterion test scores 
However, all six subjects received 
their respective criterion tests. 
are used in the MLP to determine 
whether or not a child needs a program. Therefore, it was 
decided, that for the purposes of this study, the programs 
were appropriate for all six subjects, regardless of their 
PCLT responses. All subjects started with the first step 
of their respective programs which is a common practice 
for children who have never been trained with the MLP. 
Procedures. The MLP • s method of teaching 
syntactical forms is based upon two concepts, learning 
theory and programming. Gray and Ryan ( 1973) refer to 
learning as a conditioning process viewed in terms of 
Stimulus-Response-Consequence. The consequence of a 
response either increases or decreases the frequency of 
future. These authors define that response in the 
teaching as controlling 
in order to change the 
defined as sequencing the 
the stimuli and the consequences 
response. Programming can be 
learning tasks in small steps 
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from easier to more difficult levels of response 
complexity. 
The actua 1 procedures used in teaching a specific 
program are referred to as the "delivery system" (Gray and 
Ryan, 1973). The teaching variables include the stimulus, 
model, response, reinforcer, reinforcement schedule and 
criterion. Appendix G describes each variable briefly and 
Appendix H includes a copy of one of the two programs 
administered in this study. One is entitled: He, She, 
It. Only the series teaching "She" were administered. 
The other program is entitled: You, They, We and, 
likewise, only the series teaching "They" were used. 
When a program was completed, i.e., when the child 
met criterion for the last step of the program (structured 
conversation), a home carry over program was initiated. 
For the purposes of this study, the home carry over 
program was initiated at the beginning of the story 
series, the second to the last series of the program (See 
Appendix H). .This procedure is recommended by the 
Certified Monterey User's training notes. The parent was 
given a form with instructions on what to do with the 
child. Basically, the parent was required to employ the 
same format used in the last steps of the program, that 
is, to present a picture and 
designed to elicit the target 
ask questions specifically 
structure. A score sheet 
was provided, on which they recorded the correctness of 
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the responses. The pa rent "worked" with his child from 
five to ten minutes a day for eight days within a two-week 
period. 
Monterey Language Program/Natural Context, Method B 
In Method B, the MLP was used in the first half of 
each session. The MLP format was followed precisely as it 
was in Method A, with the exception of the length of 
time. Therefore, a child trained in Method B experienced 
the exact procedures and materials as did his matched pair 
in Method A, for the first half of each session. In the 
second half of each session, Method B subjects participated 
in play activities. 
General Guidelines used in Planning Play Activities. 
The play activities were planned with consideration of two 
factors, i.e., the target structure involved and the 
interests of the client. Based upon information supplied 
by the mothers of each subject's favorite toys and 
activities, the investigator planned a variety of play 
activities which had a high probability of eliciting the 
target structure spontaneously. Even though the play 
activities varied, interaction patterns 
responding to the subjects were the same. 
interaction patterns are described in 
or ways of 
The fol lowing 
Appendix I: 
tangential play, cooperative play, role playing, games, 
modeling, expansion and elicited imitation. 
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Investigator's Training in the MLP 
This investigator was initially trained in the MLP 
while functioning as a part-time aide in a Communication 
Disorders Class at the Eugene Hearing and Speech Center, 
Eugene, Oregon (1975-1977). The training speech-language 
pathologist was a Certified Monterey User. For the 
purposes of this study, four years later, the investigator 
engaged in a three-step training plan. First, the 
investigator read the book, A Language Program for the 
Nonlanguage Child by Gray and Ryan (1973) and also, the 
MLP manual. Secondly, the investigator participated in 
two one-hour training sessions with a Portland State 
University clinical supervisor who holds the certificate 
of clinical competence and who is a Certified Monterey 
User. She played the role of a child and tested the 
investigator's knowledge of placement procedures and 
program delivery procedures. The trainer judged this 
investigator to be proficient in conducting the MLP. 
Lastly, the investigator practiced the MLP with normal 
children from a local daycare facility. The programs 
"She" and "They" were selected for practice, as they were 




This study sought to assess 




spontaneous speech. Therefore, a criterion test with 
tasks ranging in spontaneity, was designed by the 
investigator, to provide a sensitive measurement of this 
variable. 
Description. This test, which paralleled one 
designed and used by Mulac and Tomlinson (1977) consisted 
of five language evocation tasks ranging along a continuum 
for spontaneity of utterance, from spontaneous utterances 
in free play to immediate imitation of sentences by the 
tester. The purpose of TASK 1 (spontaneous utterances), 
the first task administered, was to obtain a sample of a 
subject's spontaneous speech, in order to determine 
whether generalization had occurred. Toys were used as 
stimuli and the subject and tester interacted as they 
would in any language sampling procedures. After two 
subjects did not emit the trained structure (correctly or 
incorrectly) during Criterion Test 1, great care was used 
in the succeeding testings to select toys which would have 
a high probability of eliciting the trained structures. 
For example, several cars were used rather than just one, 
in order to elicit "they". Each pair of subjects was 
exposed to the same toys during a particular testing and 
toys varied from testing to testing. Toys used during 
intervention with Method B subjects were not used for 
testing. 
During administration of TASK 2 (relatively 
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spontaneous), the tester directed the subject's attention 
toward a picture within a storybook, on a sequence card or 
on a poster, that had high probabi 1 i ty of spontaneously 
eliciting the target structure. The same stipulations as 
those described above in choosing toys, were used in 
choosing material for this task. 
TASK 3 (model) added more structure to the testing 
situation. The tester held up a picture and modeled a 
sentence using the target structure correctly, and then 
repeated this procedure with another picture. Next, ten 
unmodeled pictures were individually presented to the 
subject and he was directed to tell about the picture. 
Pictures were changed for each testing and were not ones 
used previously in intervention. 
TASK 4 (questions) involved even more structure and 
modeling of the target. Ten pictures were presented 
individually and a question with the target structure 
within it, was asked. For example, if the target was 
"she", then a question such as, "What is she doing?" was 
presented. TASK 4 follows the same procedures used in the 
MLP's criterion tests, with the exception that in this 
study, ten presentations were used, rather than five. 
TASK 5 (imitation) was the most structured of all the 
tasks and merely required a subject to imitate a sentence 
containing the target structure when presented with a 
picture. The sentences were approximately the same 
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length, usually including a noun, verb, preposition and an 
object. As in the previous two tasks, ten pictures were 
presented. 
Administration. The pre-criterion test was 
administered by this investigator in a clinic room prior 
to the first intervention session. Administration 
required forty to fifty minutes. Criterion tests 1, 2, 3 
and post-test were administered by three trained 
undergraduate speech-language pathology 
tester was assigned to a pair of subjects. 
students. One 
Criterion test 1 was administered after six interven-
tion sessions, criterion test 2 after nine intervention 
sessions, criterion test 3 after twelve intervention 
sessions and the post-criterion test was administered one 
week after the last intervention session. 
Tester's Training. The investigator briefly explained 
the purpose of the testing as providing information about 
the results of different syntax intervention methods. 
Each tester was individually trained by this investigator 
in a two-hour training session. The procedures used for 
administration of the five tasks were simple and well-
defined, and, therefore, were easily learned by all three 
testers. Recording and scoring of the subjects' responses 
was the responsibility of the investigator. 
Recording and Scoring. The investigator observed 
testings through a one-way mirror and recorded the 
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subjects' responses on a criterion test form (Appendix J). 
Each testing was tape recorded so that the investigator 
could verify her recorded responses. Procedures for all 
testing sessions were alike, with the exception of criter-
ion test 1 with Subject A3, in which the investigator sat 
in the clinic room with the subject and tester, as no 
clinic room with a one-way mirror was available. 
The score for each task represented the percentage of 
target utterances used correctly. For TASK 1, the inves-









period, a subject may have used the structure eleven 
times, seven times correctly {"She my doll!", "She running 
home.", "Where :sh§ go?", etcetera) and four times 
incorrectly {"her fall 
going.", etcetera). In 
would be 64 percent. 
down!", "Don't 
this example, 
know where her 
the TASK 1 score 
The TASK 2 score was obtained by recording the first 
ten utterances containing the target structure. The 
percentage of utterances used correctly was easily 
computed. For example, if a subject used the structure 
correctly in four out of ten utterances, his score would 
be 40 percent. 
In TASKS 3, 4 and 5, the stimuli consisted of ten 
pictures. Therefore, the scores of these tasks were 
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derived in the same manner as TASK 2 scores, i.e., the 
number of utterances in which the target was correctly 
used was translated into a percentage of correct usage. 
PROCEDURES 
The six subjects were matched on the basis of previ-
ously described variables and randomly assigned to one of 
the two intervention methods: Method A, Monterey Language 
Program, or Method B, Monterey Language Program/Natural 
Context. 
Remediation of all subjects was conducted by this 
investigator in a clinic room at Portland State University 
Speech and Hearing Clinic. Subjects were treated individ-
ually in three twenty-five minute sessions per week until 
the Method A subject of each pair completed his respective 
MLP program. A subject was determined to have completed a 
program when a parent had finished the home carry over 
phase and when the subject passed the MLP criterion test 
for his program. 
Subjects in Method A were taught using the MLP. 
Procedures were followed as indicated in 
Method B subjects were taught using the MLP 
the program. 
in the first 
half of each session and participation in play activities 
in the last half. Refer to Appendix K for descriptions of 
play activities and Table I for the syntactical structures 
taught to each matched pair. 
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All three Method A subjects completed their programs 
in the same number of sessions, that being a total of 
twelve sessions, or five hours of training. In addition, 
Method A subjects completed the home carry over phase, 
which involved approximately five to ten minutes of 
homework a day, for eight days within a two week period. 
Therefore, Method A subjects received approximately one 
additional hour of training as compared with Method B 
subjects. 
The criterion test was administered by this investi-
gator before starting intervention and was readministered 
by three trained undergraduate speech-language pathology 
students according to the schedule described earlier in 
this paper. 
DATA ANALYSIS 
A descriptive analysis of the data was performed. 
Tables and graphs were used to display visually the results. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
RESULTS 
The purpose of this study was to answer four questions 
pertaining to the generalization of a clinically trained 
syntactical structure to spontaneous speech. Three 
subjects received individualized instruction of a target 
structure with the Monterey Language Program (MLP) 
(Method A). The other three subjects received individ-
ualized instruction of a target structure with the MLP in 
the first half of each session and structured play 
activities in the second half (Method B). A criterion 
test, comprised of five tasks ranging in spontaneity from 
spontaneous utterances during play (TASK 1) to elicited 
imitation (TASK 5), was administered before intervention, 
three times during intervention and one week following the 
last intervention session. The answers to the four 
questions posed in this study were obtained by analyzing 
the results of those testings. 
The first question posed was: Will children taught 
with a traditional syntax program evidence generalization 
of the trained syntactical structure to spontaneous speech? 
The pre-criterion test results and the post-criterion test 
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results of Method A subjects are illustrated in Table II. 
The most relevant section of Table II is the section 
comparing pre and post-test scores on TASK 1. The pre-
cri terion test TASK 1 score represents the percentage of 
utterances in which a subject used the target structure 
correctly while engaged in free play with this investi-
gator, prior to intervention. The post-criterion test 
TASK 1 score represents the percentage of utterances in 
which a subject used the target structure correctly while 
engaged in free play with a tester other than the 
investigator, following intervention. 
On TASK 1 of the pre-test, Subject Al used the target 
structure correctly O percent of the time; whereas, in the 
post-test of TASK 1, he used it correctly 100 percent of 
the time. Subject Al, thus, generalized the target struc-
ture to his spontaneous speech during play. 
Subject A2 did not generalize the target structure to 
his spontaneous speech during play, as is evidenced by pre 
and post-test scores of 0 percent. However, on post-test 
TASKS 3, 4 and 5, Subject A2 scored 100 percent as compared 
to pre-test TASKS 3, 4 and 5 scores of 10 percent, 
O percent and 70 percent, respectively. His post-test 
TASK 2 score was 70 percent, as compared to a pre-test 
TASK 2 score of O percent. In summary, at the time of 
post testing, Subject A2 produced the target structure 

























































































































































































































(TASKS 3, 4 and 5), but as the setting became more 
natural, his 
semistructured 
prof icienty decreased 
setting to O percent 
from 
in 
70 percent in a 
an unstructured, 
natural setting. 
Subject A3 received 
O percent and a post-test 
According to Brown (1973, 
a pre-test TASK 1 
TASK 1 score of 




suggests that a child has acquired a syntactical structure 
when he uses it correctly in at least 90 percent of the 
obligatory contexts during spontaneous speech, Subject A3 
has not yet acquired the target structure. His post-test 
scores of 100 percent on TASKS 2, 3, 4 and 5 would seem to 
indicate that the target structure is firmly established 
in structured and semi-structured settings. In conclusion, 
after completing a traditional syntax program, one subject 
generalized the target to his spontaneous speech, another 
subject had begun to generalize the target structure to 
his spontaneous speech and the last subject failed to 
generalize the target structure to his spontaneous speech. 
The second question posed was: Will children taught 
with a traditional syntax program in combination with 
nontraditional methods (play activities) concurrently, 
evidence generalization of the target structure to 
spontaneous speech? A comparison of pre-criterion test 
results and post-criterion test results of Method B 















































































































































































































































received a pre-test TASK 1 score of O percent and a 
post-test TASK 1 score of 100 percent, indicating that 
they used the target structure correctly O percent of the 
time in their spontaneous speech prior to intervention and 
following intervention, they used the target structure 
correctly 100 percent of the time in spontaneous speech. 
Subject B3 failed to generalize the target structure to 
her spontaneous speech, as is evidenced by a post-test 
TASK 1 score of O percent. However, her post-test TASK 2 
score of 90 percent indicates she used the target struc-
ture correctly without modeling in relatively spontaneous 
settings. Thus, after receiving training with a tradi-
tional syntax program in the first half of each session 
and structured play activities in the second half of each 
session, two subjects generalized the target structure to 
spontaneous speech. The other subject did not generalize 
the target to spontaneous speech, but did use it with high 
proficiency in a relatively spontaneous setting. 
The third question posed was: Will children taught 
with a traditional syntax program in combination with 
nontraditional methods (Method B) evidence greater, lesser 
or the same generalization of the target syntactical 
structure as children taught with a traditional syntax 
program (Method A)? In order to answer this question, 
post-criterion test results of each pair were compared. 
Figure I illustrates post-criterion test results of 
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Pair I, Subject Al and Bl. Following intervention, both 
Subjects Al and Bl used the target structure correctly 
100 percent of the time in their spontaneous speech and 
not surprisingly, also used it correctly in the more 
structured TASKS 2, 3, 4 and 5. 







Method A subject: O 
Method B subject: X 
x x Q{ ii 
0 0 
2 3 4 5 
TASKS 
Figure 1. Post-Criterion Test Scores for Pair 1. 
Figure 2 illustrates post-criterion test results of 
Pair 2, Subject A2 and Subject B2. Subject A2 failed to 
use the target structure correctly in his spontaneous 
speech (TASK 1), used it inconsistently in a relatively 
spontaneous setting (TASK 2) and produced it correctly 
100 percent of the time in structured settings (TASKS 3, 4 
and 5). Contrastingly, his matched pair, Subject B2, used 
the target structure correctly 100 percent of the time in 
his spontaneous speech and predictably performed well on 
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more structured tasks. His lower TASK 3 score was due to 
his use of incomplete sentences, such as, "walked home" 
instead of "She walked home.", rather than using "Her" for 
"She" . 
Method A subject: 0 
Method B subject: x 







0 - 0 
1 2 3 4 5 
TASKS 
Figure 2. Post-Criterion Test Scores for Pair 2. 
Figure 3 illustrates post-criterion test results of 
Pair 3, Subject A3 and Subject B3. Following 
intervention, Subject A3 produced the target structure 
inconsistently (40 percent) in his spontaneous speech 
(TASK 1), although performing perfectly in a relatively 
spontaneous setting (TASK 2) and in structured settings 
(TASKS 3, 4 and 5). His matched pair, Subject B3 failed 
to use the target structure correctly in her spontaneous 
speech (TASK 1) and yet, like Subject A3, used it with 
high proficiency in both relatively spontaneous settings 
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and structured settings. 
In summary, the answer to the third question differs 
depending upon the pair examined. In Pair 1, the child 
taught with Method B evidenced the same generalization of 
the target structure as did his matched pair taught with 
Method A. In Pair 2, the child taught with Method B 
evidenced greatly superior generalization of the target 
structure then his matched pair. In Pair 3, the child 
taught with Method B evidenced somewhat lesser 
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Figure 3. Post-Criterion Test Scores for Pair 3. 
A different way of answering the third question would 
be to compare the two groups as wholes. Figure 4 illu-
strates that, of the three subjects trained with Method B, 
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two generalized the structure to spontaneous speech; 
whereas of the three subjects trained with Method A, one 
generalized the structure to spontaneous speech, while 
another demonstrated inconsistent generalization. Both 
methods produced one subject each, Subject A2 and 
Subject B3, who failed to generalize the target structure 
to spontaneous speech. 







Bl B2 BJ 
SUBJECTS 
Figure 4. Po~t-Criterion Test Task 1 Scores for Method A 
and Method B Subjects. 
Figure 5 compares Subject A2 's and Subject B3 's post-test 
scores on five tasks. Even though, they both failed to 
use the target structure correctly in a spontaneous play 
setting (TASK 1), Subject B3 evidenced slightly greater 
generalization of the target structure to a relatively 
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spontaneous setting than did Subject A2. In cone lus ion, 
after comparing the two groups' performances, it appears 
that the group trained with a traditional syntax program 
in combination with nontraditional methods as a whole, 
evidenced slightly better generalization of the target 
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Method A subject: 0 
Method B subject: X 
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2 3 4 5 
TASKS 
Figure 5. Post-Criterion Test Scores for Subject A2 and 
Subject B3 
The fourth question posed for this study was: If 
children in both groups evidence generalization of the 
target structure to spontaneous speech, will children 
taught with a traditional syntax program in combination 
with nontraditional methods (Method B) take fewer, the 
same or greater number of sessions than the children 
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taught with a traditional syntax program (Method A)? As 
four subjects, two from each method, demonstrated some 
degree of generalization, TASK 1 testings for these 
subjects were compared to determine which ones took less 
time to generalize, i.e., those trained with Method A or 
those trained with Method B. Figure 6 illustrates the 
four subjects' generalization of the target structure to 
spontaneous speech after six intervention sessions 
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Figure 6. Subject Al, A3, Bl and B2 's Sc:o.res on TASK 1 For 
Pre-Criterion Test, Criterion Test 1, Criterion 
Test 2, Criterion Test 3 and Post-Criterion Test. 
*No scores were obtained for subject Al and Bl, 
as the target did not occur during the play 
period. 
All four subjects received a pre-test TASK 1 score of 
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0 percent, indicating that none of them used the target 
structure correctly in their spontaneous speech prior to 
intervention. Criterion test 1 TASK 1 scores need some 
explanation. Subject Al and Bl received no scores, as 
during the fifteen minute play period, the target 
structure did not occur, either correctly or incorrectly. 
Likewise, Subject B2 used the target structure only once 
(incorrectly), providing an extremely small sample of his 
ability. Subject A3's drop in scores from his test 1 
of 77 percent to score 
needs some inspection. 
his test 2 score of 22 percent 
This investigator believes the 
an invalid sample of Subject A3's 
the testing conditions were 
For Subject A3' s test 1 only, 








the investigator recorded responses in the testing room, 
as no rooms with one-way mirrors were available. The 
premise that Subject A3's awareness of the investigator 
elevated his test 1 score can be supported by two facts. 
First of all, his test 1 TASK 2 score was poorer 
(40 percent) than his test 1 TASK 1 score (77 percent). 
Yet, theoretically TASK 2 should be easier than TASK 1, as 
more structure is involved. It is suggested that during 
the initial stages of test 1, i.e., during the TASK 1 play 
period, Subject A3 was very aware of the investigator, but 
then as testing progressed on to TASK 2, he forgot about 
her and started responding more "normally." Secondly, 
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with the investigator not in the testing room for test 2 
TASK 1, Subject A3 's scores decreased to 22 percent. To 
summarize, it is unfortunate that criterion test TASK 1 
scores do not indicate clearly the generalization level of 
any of the four subjects after six intervention sessions. 
It is interesting that, Subject Bl' s mother reported that 
he was using the structure correctly at home at the time 
of criterion test 1. 
Criterion test 2 administered after 
intervention sessions 
TASK 1 was 
and the following results 
nine 
were 
obtained. Subject Al received a score of 78 percent, 
times and 
Subject A3 
using the target structure correctly seven 
incorrectly two times in spontaneous speech. 
received a score of 22 percent, using the target structure 
correctly two times and incorrectly seven times. Sub-
ject Bl received a score of 100 percent, using the target 
structure correctly twelve times and incorrectly zero 
times in spontaneous speech. Subject B2 also received a 
score of 100 percent, using the target structure correctly 
five times and incorrectly zero times. 
Criterion test 3 TASK 1 was administered following 
twelve intervention sessions. Subjects Al, Bl and B2 
received scores 
generalized the 
while Subject A3 
of 100 percent, indicating they all had 
target structure to spontaneous speech 
received a score of 33 percent. To 
summarize, it appears that two subjects trained with 
! 
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Method B generalized the target structure completely 
{100 percent) to spontaneous speech after nine inter-
vention sessions, while the subjects trained with Method A 
took longer, with Subject Al reaching 100 percent after 
twelve sessions and Subject A3 obtaining a 33 percent 
proficiency level after twelve sessions. 
As indicated earlier, generalization levels of the 
four subjects following six intervention sessions were 
unclear due to complications in the testing procedures. 
However, an examination of test 1 TASK 2 scores provides 
information as to the subjects' comparative abilities in a 
relatively spontaneous setting following six intervention 
sessions. Figure 7 illustrates the four subjects' TASK 2 
scores. Both Method B subjects received scores of 
100 percent after six sessions; whereas Subjects Al and A3 
received scores of 60 percent and 40 percent, respec-
tively, following six sessions. Therefore, these results 
and the mother's report of Subject Bl's correct usage at 
home following six sessions support the test 2 TASK 1 
results in suggesting that the answer to question four is 
that the subjects trained with a traditional syntax 
program in combination with nontraditional methods 
{structured play activities) (Method B) generalized the 
target structure in fewer number of sessions than did the 
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Figure 7. Subject Al, A3, Bl and B2 's Scores on TASK 2 
for Pre-Criterion Test, Criterion Test 1, 
Criterion Test 2, Criterion Test 3 and 
Post-Criterion Test 
Two subjects, one in each method, Subject A2 and 
Subject B3 did not show generalization of the target 
structure to spontaneous speech. However, an examination 
of their TASK 2 scores over time may help determine their 
relative rates of progress in a relatively spontaneous 
setting. Figure 8 shows that neither subject clearly 
progressed faster than the other. However, after twelve 
sessions, Subject B3 did demonstrate greater generaliza-
tion in this setting with a score of 100 percent as 
compared to Subject A2's score of 60 percent. 
In conclusion, the results of this study indicate 
that subjects from both methods made gains in the use of 
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PRE l 2 J POST 
CRITERION TESTS 
Figure a. Subject A2 and BJ's Scores on TASK 2 for 
Pre-Criterion Test, Criterion Test 1, Criterion 
Test 2, Crieterion Test 3 and Post Criterion 
Test 
the trained syntax structure. However, the group taught 
with the traditional syntax program in combination with 
play activities evidenced somewhat faster and greater 
gains than the group taught with the traditional syntax 
program. 
DISCUSSION 
Success or failure of any language training program 
can be judged by its ability to improve the client's 
communicative skills (Garcia and DeHaven, 1984; Hedge, 
Noll and Pecora, 1979). Syntax structures used correctly 
in the clinical setting, but not in spontaneous speech, 
will not improve the client's ability to communicate. 
Traditional language programs have been successful in 
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establishing the trained syntactical structure in the 
clinical setting, but according to speech-language patho-
logists in the field, generalization of the target struc-
ture to spontaneous speech continues to be a 
problem (Mulac and Tomlinson, 1977; Guess, 
significant 
Keogh and 
Sailor, 1978; Rees, 1978). Recent literature in the areas 
of semantics and pragmatics suggests the problem may be 
due to the targets being trained out of natural context. 
This study sought to examine and compare generalization 
results of a program using traditional techniques with one 
using both traditional and nontraditional techniques 
(structured play activities}. 
Before discussing the results of this study, it is 
necessary to address a very relevant question. Are the 
post-test samples of spontaneous speech obtained during 
play witp a tester other than this investigator, in a 
clinic room, representative of the subjects' spontaneous 
speech in other settings such as the home environment? As 
no home samples were taken, the answer is at best specula-
tive. The fact that Subject A3 responded differently when 
the investigator was in the testing room than when she was 
not, indicates that using someone other than the 
investigator for testing is important in obtaining truly 
spontaneous results. Likewise, using a setting other than 
a clinic room where intervention sessions were delivered, 
may be just as crucial in obtaining spontaneous speech. 
------1 
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In this study, the clinic room may have been a stimulus 
for correct use of the target structure. Hart and Risley 
(1968) found that once their subjects established the 
target in play, they generalized it to all settings in the 
school. 
obtained. 
However, as in this study, no home samples were 
Mulac and Tomlinson (1977), who did obtain home 
samples, found that there was no difference in the use of 
the target in samples collected in 
those collected by the parent at 
a clinic playroom and 
home. In conclusion, 
caution must be taken in reviewing the results of this 
study, as it is not known whether the spontaneous samples 
gathered during play in the clinic room, were represen;-
tative of speech in other settings. 
In answer to the first two questions posed in this 
study, results indicate that both methods, a traditional 
syntax program and a traditional syntax program in com-
bination with structured play activities, were partially 
successful in obtaining generalization of the target 
structure to spontaneous speech. How these results 
compare to past studies will now be examined. 
Training with the Monterey Language Program (MLP) 
produced poorer generalization results than would be 
expected from Gray and Ryan's (1973) study and better 
generalization results than would be expected from Mulac 
and Tomlinson' s ( 1977) negative findings and the concern 
found in the literature regarding poor generalization 
results of traditional programs. 
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Gray and Ryan (1973) 
found that after their clients completed a program, i.e., 
met criterion on the conversation step, completed the home 
carry over program and received a score of at least 
80 percent on the MLP criterion test, generalization was 
noted in their conversational speech. All three subjects 
met the above listed criterion and yet, not all of them 
generalized the structure to spontaneous speech. 
Mulac and Tomlinson (1977) found that their subjects 
trained with the MLP, demonstrated no significant general-
ization of the trained syntactical structure to sponta-
neous speech. Yet in this study, one subject totally 
generalized the target to spontaneous speech and another, 
Subject A3, showed a pattern of increasingly higher TASK l 
scores, suggesting that had he received a few more 
sessions, he too may have achieved total generalization. 
No such growth pattern is seen in Subject A2's TASK 1 
scores. This study's superior results could be due to the 
structure chosen for training. It may be easier to 
generalize the use of pronouns (taught in this study) than 
the use of the "is-interrogative" structure (Mulac and 
Tomlinson, 
frequency 
1977), as seemingly, pronouns occur 
in conversational speech and, thus, 
in greater 
would be 
subject to more practice. 
This study's more positive 
the literature on generalization 
results than reported in 
results of traditional 
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programs, could have been due to the great care taken in 
this study to follow the MLP explicitly. It is possible, 
that some clinicians do not explicitly and completely 
follow generalization programming when and if it is 
available, such as with the MLP. Some clinicians may not 
attempt the generalization step of a program as they may 
see their role as one in which teaching in the c 1 inic 
rather than training parents and programming for the home 
environment is top priority or, they may have had diffi-
culty in obtaining parental cooperation in the past and, 
thus, might have low expectations concerning parental 
involvement. On the other hand, clinicians may attempt to 
involve parents and find they are inconsistent in follow-
ing the program. It is probable that parents involved in 
this study were more cooperative than many parents of 
children in the public schools. The parents in this study 
showed an active concern for their children's speech and 
language development by seeking remediation for their 
children, consenting to transport their children to the 
clinic three times a week, observing most of the sessions 
and completing the home carry over program. Parents in 
the public schools often take a much more passive role. 
It is the speech-language pathologist who expresses 
concern regarding their child's speech and it is the 
school who transports their children. Contact between the 
speech-language pathologist and parents is usually minimal 
due to time constraints. 
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In summary, parents in this 
study were highly motivated, active participants in their 
children's progress. Completion of the home carry over 
program was but a small part of their total commitment. 
In contrast, parents in the public schools are often 
passive observers of their children's progress and, thus, 
may not be as motivated to become involved in a home carry 
over program. 
Two subjects trained with Method B, a traditional 
syntax program in combination with structured play 
activities, generalized the target structure to sponta-
neous speech, while the other subject did not generalize 
to spontaneous speech, but did use the target structure 
correctly 90 percent of the time in relatively spontaneous 
settings. These positive 
results reported by Hart 
results compare 
and Risley (1968) 
similarly to 
and Hubbell 
(1977), neither of which reported data on generalization. 
However, both concluded from their studies that structured 
training in combination with the use of natural context 
was effective in training language delayed children. 
Question three asked about the relative effectiveness 
of the two methods used in this study. Results indicating 
that Method B, a traditional syntax program in combination 
with structured play activities, produced slightly better 
generalization results, are tentative at best, as it 
demonstrated only a slight advantage over Method A, a 
traditional syntax program. 
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Both failed to produce 
generalization in one subject. Of the remaining subjects, 
two subjects trained with Method B obtained 100 percent 
generalization, while one subject trained with Method A 
obtained 100 percent and the other 40 percent. It is 
difficult to discern whether these results are due to 
differences in the methods used, or perhaps, differences 
in the subjects composing the two groups. An effort was 
made to match the subjects. However, it is impossible to 
control all possible variables. 
A multiple baseline design, where one subject is 
administered both methods and the results of the two are 
compared, may be a more appropriate means of comparing two 
different remediation approaches. For example, Handelman 
(1979) while using such a design, found that training a 
target in a restricted setting resulted in 1ittle general-
ization, whereas multiple natural settings yielded 
somewhat greater generalization for three of the four 
subjects. The other subject evidenced greater generaliza-
tion regardless of the setting. In this study, it is not 
possible to tell whether one subject would have performed 
better, worse or the same after training in either method. 
However, an effort will be made to investigate the matched 
pairs and examine variables which may have contributed to 
positive or negative generalization results. 
An examination of Appendix D indicates that Subjects 
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Al and Bl are very well matched on all listed variables. 
In addition, neither subject appeared to differ on such 
subjective unlisted variables as attending behavior, 
motivation and parental support. Interestingly, they both 
generalized the target structure to spontaneous speech. 
Subjects A2 and B2 are matched on Mean Length of 
Utterance (MLU), but Appendix D shows that they differ in 
some variables. Since Subject B2 is one year older and 
yet has nearly the same MLU as Subject A2, it would appear 
that he has the more severe expressive language deficit. 
In addition, his receptive vocabulary is three months 
below age level, while Subject A2's is nine months above 
age level. Subject B2 has had seven terms of previous 
remediation as compared to Subject A2's four terms. Both 
have previously worked on the target structure for one 
term. However, during pre-testing, the only task that 
either scored above O percent on was TASK 5 ( imitation), 
in which Subject A2 scored 70 percent and Subject B2 
scored 40 percent. 
is that Subject A2 
Articulation Test 
seventeen errors. 
One major difference between the two 
had thirty-eight errors on the Photo 
as compared to Subject B2's score of 
All of Subject B2's errors were above 
age level substitution errors, while many of Subject A2's 
errors were below age level omission errors, which are 
generally regarded as indicative of a more severe articu-
lation disorder. To summarize, Subject B2 is older, has 
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more terms of previous remediation, seems to have poorer 
receptive and expressive language skills and better 
articulation skills. Yet, Subject B2 generalized the 
target structure to spontaneous speech, while Subject A2 
did not. Perhaps, Subject B2 was more "ready" to learn 
the structure due to his age and past remediation 
experiences. Or perhaps Subject A2's articulation deficit 
in addition to his expressive language deficit indicates a 
more global language impairment which negatively effected 
remediation. However, this is only speculation about an 
unexplainable event and does not indicate that the MLP 
should not be used with ~rticulation clients. 
Subjects A3 and B3 appear to be well matched on all 
variables listed in Appendix D, with the exception of 
scores on the Photo Articulation Test and the Speech 
Intelligibility Index. 
tion experiences, both 
Neither had any previous remedia-
received receptive vocabulary 
scores between ten and eleven months above age level and 
both received slightly higher MLU's than the other 
subjects. Subject B3's articulation errors included below 
age level substitutions which decreased her intelligi-
bility, whereas Subject A3's errors all appeared to be 
developmental and did not affect his intelligibility. 
Subject A3 generalized the target structure to a profi-
ciency level of 40 percent in spontaneous speech while 
Subject B3 showed no generalization in spontaneous 
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speech. Again, it is interesting to note that it is the 
subject with the combined articulation and expressive 
language delay that did not generalize the structure. 
An interesting question about which to speculate is 
why did Subject A3, who did not have an additional 
articulation deficit, as did the other two subjects who 
failed to generalize, only partially generalize the target 
structure? In many ways he resembles Subjects Al and Bl, 
who both generalized. Although, he does have slightly 
higher receptive and expressive language abilities. The 
major way that Subject A3 differs from Subjects Al and Bl 
is that this study was his first remediation experience; 
whereas the other two both had had two terms of previous 
remediation. One could speculate, therefore, that had he 
entered the study with more "know how" concerning a clinic 
setting, he may have also generalized completely. 
Continuing with this speculation, both methods would, 
thus, have produced generalization in two subjects each 
and both would have failed to promote generalization in 
one subject each. Speculation such as this demonstrates 
the frailty of Method B's suggested advantage. 
Question number four asked whether either method 
produced faster generalization results. The results 
indicate that the traditional syntax program in 
combination with structured play activities (Method B) 
produced slightly faster generalization. Again, subject 
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variability may have been a factor. Subject A3 may have 
been slower because of his lack of previous remediation 
experiences. Subject B2 may have been faster because of 
his age and previous remediation experiences. However, 
Subjects Al and Bl are very well matched, 
Bl generalized the target structure by 
and yet Subject 
the end of the 
ninth intervention session and possibly even by the sixth 
session; whereas Subject Al did not generalize until after 
the twelfth session. Thus, one could speculate that in 
this case, it was the method which generated the 







why Method B 







generalization programming at 
tion, rather than at the end. 
the beginning of remedia-
Another reason may be the 
similarity between Method B's programmed generalization 
content (play activities) and the subjects' "normal home 





home, generalization would be 
A's programmed generalization 
facili-
content 
consisted of two facets: 1) the last step of each 
program, the conversation step and 2) the home carry over 
program. The term "conversation" is misleading, as 
responses required in this step are very structured, with 
remarks not containing the target structure, not to exceed 
5-10 percent of the conversation. Likewise, the home 
I 
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carry over program is structured. The parent simply asks 
questions about pictures in books to elicit the target 
structure. 
incorrect. 
The child's responses are marked correct or 
It is suggested that Method B shared more 
stimuli in common with the home environment than Method A 
and, thus, produced faster and slightly better generali-
zation results. 
It could be contended that Method B produced positive 
results, not so much because training occurred in a 
natural situation and, therefore, facilitated generaliza-
tion, as to the fact, that testing conditions were more 
similar to training conditions for Method B subjects than 
for Method A subjects. Method B subjects spent half of 
each session in play activities in the clinic room. 
Testing occurred in the same or similar clinic room, with 
TASK 1 being a fifteen play period with a tester other 
than the investigator. 
in testing, however, 
avoid. It could be 
No toys used in training were used 
similarities were difficult to 
that the clinic room and a play 
setting acted as stimuli for correct use of the structure 
for Method B subjects. 
In conclusion, one cannot say that either method was 
totally adequate or inadequate in producing generalization 
of the target syntactical structure. Both the traditional 
syntax program and the traditional syntax program in 

























spontaneous speech in a clinic room, however, for reasons 
previously discussed, these comparative results are at 
best tentative. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 
SUMMARY 
The effectiveness of any language training program is 
determined by generalization of the clinically trained 
behaviors to spontaneous speech (Hedge, Noll and Pecora, 
1979). Traditional language programs which employ operant 
procedures to establish the behavior in the clinic and 
reinforcement from family, teachers and peers in a variety 
of settings to obtain generalization, have been successful 
in establishing the use of grammatical rules in the clinic 
setting, but reportedly have failed to promote generaliza-
tion (Rees, 1978). Recent literature in the areas of 
semantics and pragmatics has 
teaching language in natural 
this study was to investigate: 
produced a trend toward 
contexts. The purpose of 
1) whether a group taught 
with a traditional syntax program would generalize the 
trained structure to spontaneous speech, 2) whether a 
group trained with a traditional syntax program in combi-
nation with nontraditional methods (natural context) would 
evidence generalization, 3) whether one of the above 
methods would evidence greater, lesser or the same general-
ization and 4) which method would take fewer, the same or 
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greater number of sessions. 
Six subjects ranging in age from 4 years 7 months to 
5 years 10 months were selected. All demonstrated normal 
hearing, normal receptive language abilities and delayed 
expressive language abilities. Subjects were matched 
according to Mean Length of Utterance and omission of a 
particular grammatical rule. One of each pair was 
randomly placed in one of the two intervention groups. 
Method A was the Monterey Language Program and Method B 
was the Monterey Language Program used during the first 
half of each session and play activities during the second 
half. Intervention consisted of three twenty-five minute 
sessions a week for twelve sessions. A criterion test, 
devised to measure generalization, was administered before 
intervention, three times during intervention and one week 
following intervention. 
Results indicated that one subject trained with 
Method A evidenced generalization of the structure, one 
failed to demonstrate generalization and the other was 
beginning to show generalization. These results are not 
as good as would be expected from Gray and Ryan's (1973) 
report, but better than would be expected from both Mulac 
and Tomlinson's (1977) study and reports from the field of 
poor generalization results of traditional programs. Two 
subjects trained with Method B evidenced generalization of 
the structure while one did not. Therefore, it appears 
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that Method B was slightly more effective than Method A. 
However, if Subject A3 had entered the study with previous 
remediation experience, he may also have achieved general-
ization and then the methods would have been equally 
effective. It 
subjects who 
Method A and 
is interesting to note, 
failed to generalize, one 
the other with Method 
that the two 
trained with 
B, exhibited 
articulation disorders as well as expressive language 
delays. Of the subjects who did generalize, the two 
Method B subjects took fewer sessions than did the two 
Method A subjects. As two of these subjects, Al and Bl, 
were very well matched on several variables, the 
difference in the rate of generalization may have been due 
to the methods used. However, results are at very best 
tentative, as with such a small sample individual subject 
variables may have influenced the generalization results. 
A multiple baseline study may help determine whether the 




It was noted earlier that all three subjects trained 
with the MLP passed its criterion for termination of their 
respective programs with equal success. Yet, only one had 
generalized the structure to spontaneous speech. In other 
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words, the criterion results did not correlate with 
spontaneous speech in two of the three clients. This 
indicates the need for stricter criterion before a client 
is terminated from a program. 
samples are the obvious solution. 
in this study indicated that a 
improved when the investigator was 
Spontaneous language 
An unplanned incident 
subject's performance 
in the testing room. 
Therefore, in order to obtain a valid representation of a 
client's spontaneous speech, someone other than the 
clinician should elicit the sample. 
Just as criterion used for completion of a 
traditional syntax program becomes suspect, so does the 
use of imitative language tests as indicators of pre-post 
remediation gains. Five subjects scored 100 percent on 
post-test TASK 5 ( imitation) and one subject scored 
90 percent. Yet, only three of those subjects generalized 
the structure to spontaneous speech. Therefore, imitative 
language tests may not correlate with spontaneous speech, 
especially following an imitative language program. 
The relatively good results of an explicitly followed 
traditional syntax program should encourage clinicians to 
follow through on programmed generalization steps, 
especially when clients have cooperative and responsive 
parents. Language programs should not be regarded as 
failures until they have been followed to the last detail 
and still do not obtain the desired response. 
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This study seemed to indicate that both methods were 
more successful with clients exhibiting expressive language 
delays not complicated by articulation disorders. It 
could be, that clients with combined disorders need more 
sessions of programmed generalization which occurs in 
varied multiple settings with several people involved. 
The results of this study tentatively imply that play 
activities used in combination with a traditional syntax 
program may promote slightly better and faster generali-
zation than traditional syntax programs alone. Even 
though the generalization difference between the two 
methods was only slight, clinicians may choose the tradi-
tional syntax program in combination with play activities 
because of certain advantages. The primary advantage of 
Method B over traditional language programs is that 
generalization was faeilitated without dependency upon 
outside personnel, such as parents, teachers or peers. In 
the public school setting, finding and coordinating time 
for training the designated people can prevent even 
starting traditional generalization programming. Once 
people are trained, the consistency with which they follow 
instructions is out of the clinician's control. In 
addition, the use of outside personnel often requires 
oversimplification of the response demanded of the client, 
such as with the MLP home carry over program. In 
contrast, the clinician is in total control of planning 
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play activities, i.e., having an ability to match the 
amount of structure used with that needed by the client. 
Another advantage to play activities is that they are 
highly motivating. Traditional language programs require 
less active participation and are less easily modified 
according to a particular client's interests. Play 
activities can be carefully planned around each client's 
unique interests. 
Another advantage to using play activities, is that 
goals other than correct syntax usage, can be targeted. 
For example, dolls can be used to model appropriate ways 
of initiating conversations with strangers while also 
focusing on correct usage of the pronoun "I." Vocabulary 
can also be taught at the same time as correct syntax 
usage, through the use of structured play activities. In 
summary, the advantages of using play activities are 
numerous enough to make it a valuable procedure in language 
training. 
Research 
While the results of this study cannot be generalized 
due to the small sample size, they do warrant further 
investigation. Very little research has been done on the 
topic of generalizatiion. There is a great need to find 
the optimal conditions which promote generalization. 
Training language in a play setting may be a very effi-
cient means of programming for generalization. However, 
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the effectiveness of this approach requires a study which 
could verify the correlation between speech used in the 
clinic play setting and speech used in the home setting. 
Other questions which arise from this follow. Since 
play activities promoted generalization in syntax training~ 
would they also be effective in combination with tradi-
tional articulation programming? Likewise, would play 
activities in combination with more traditional techniques 
of teaching basic concepts, be more effective? For 
example, would clients learn their "colors" faster if the 
first half of each session was spent in direct instruction 
and the second half on play activities designed to elicit 
the use of the trained colors? Do play activities in 
combination with traditional techniques work better with 
less severely delayed clients? Are imitative language 
tests a valid representation of spontaneous speech 
following training with an imitative language program? 
Would the multiple baseline design be useful in research 
comparing different methods of promoting generalization? 
Clinical research studies designed to answer the above 
questions may provide information on how to improve 
functional communicative abilities. "Functional" is the 
key word. If clients do not use what they learn in the 
clinic outside of that clinic to communicate, training has 
failed to improve functional communicative abilities. 
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PERMISSION FORM A 
I agree to let my child ~~~~~~~~- have her/his hearing and language 
screened by Jeanne Goodling, a Portland State University Graduate student in Speech 
Pathology and Audiology. Mary Gordon, Director of Speech and Hearing Science Program at 
Portland State Univerity, will supervise the screening. 
The purpose of the screening is to obtain subjects for a study entitled: "Effects 
of Two Management Techniques on the Generalization of a Syntax Structure." Only a few of 
the children screened will actually be used as subjects. If my child is screened and 
seems to be appropriate for this study, another permission form will be sent home to me 
for approval or disapproval of her/his participation in the study. Permission Form A 
allows Jeanne Goodling l2n.ll: to screen my child's hearing and language. 
There are no risks or dangers inherent in the screening. My child will listen to 
tones through earphones for the hearing screening and will point at pictures and talk 
while playing with toys for the language screening. 
All information will be kept confidential and the identity of all subjects will 
remain anonymous. Subjects are free to withdraw from the study at any time. 
Signature of Parent/Guardian 
Date 
Birthdate of child _-_-_ 
Mo. Day Yr. 
APPENDIX B 
PERMISSION FORM Bl 
I agree to let my child participate as a subject in the 
study entitled "The Effects of Two Management Techniques on the Generalization of a 
Syntax Structure." This study is carried out by Jeanne Goodling under the supervision 
of Mary Gordon, thesis director, Speech and Hearing Science Program, Portland State 
University. 
The purpose of this study is to compare the 
techniques for teaching syntax structures. There 
involved in this study. One group will be taught using 
relative effectiveness of two 
will be two groups of children 
Method A (structured approach 
using pictures and imitation of the investigator's sentences) and the other group will 
be taught using Method B (both a structured approach using pictures and imitation and an 
unstructured approach using play and modeling of correct sentences). Children will be 
randomly placed in Method A or Method B. Your child was randomly placed in Method B. 
He/she will receive training on a syntax form in three twenty-five minute sessions a 
week until the program is completed (minimum of 4 weeks and maximum of 6 weeks). 
There are no risks or dangers inherent in the procedures of this study. All 
information will be kept confidential and the identity of all subjects will remain 
anonymous. Subjects are free to withdraw from the study at any time. 
Signature of Parent/Guardian 
Date 
APPENDIX C 
PERMISSION FORM 82 
I agree to let my child participate as a subject in the 
study entitled "The Effects of Two Management Techniques on the Generalization of a 
Syntax Structure." This study is carried out by Jeanne Goodling under the supervision 
of Mary Gordon, thesis director, Speech and Hearing Science Program, Portland State 
University. 
The purpose of this study is to compare the 
techniques for teaching syntax structures. There 




effectiveness of two 
two groups of children 
(structured approach 
using pictures and imitation of the investigator's sentences) and the other group will 
be taught using Method B (both a structured approach using pictures and imitation and an 
unstructured approach using play and modeling of correct sentences). Children will be 
randomly placed in Method A or Method B. Your child was randomly placed in Method A. 
He/she will receive training on a syntax form in three twenty-five minute sessions a 
week until the program is completed (minimum of 4 weeks and maximum of 6 weeks). 
I agree to be trained by the investigator to do "homework" (asking your child 
specific questions at home) with my child for 8 days, 5-10 minutes per day, during the 
last 2 weeks of the study. 
There are no risks or dangers inherent 
information will be kept confidential and 
in the 
the 
procedures of this study. All 
identity of all subjects will remain 
anonymous. Subjects are free to withdraw from the study at any time. 
Signature of Parent/Guardian 
Date 
APPENDIX D 
DESCRIPTION OF SUBJECTS 
VARIABLES SUBJECTS 
Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Mean 
AGE Method A 4yr 1 lmo 4yr 10mo 4yr 9mo 4yr 10mo 
Method B Syr 2mo Syr 10mo 4yr ?mo 4yr 1 lmo 
Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 
SEX Method A M M M 
Method B M M F 
PREVIOUS Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Mean 
REMEDIATION 
Method A 2 4 0 2 
(terms in 
clinic) Method B 2 7 0 3 
PREVIOUS Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Mean 
REMEDIATION 
ON STRUCTURE Method A 0 1 0 .33 
(terms in 
clinis) Method B 0 1 0 .33 
PEABODY Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Mean 
PICTURE 
VOCABULARY 
TEST Method A -2mo +9mo +lOmo +5.6mo 
(months below 
or above age 
level) Method B -3mo -3mo +1 lmo +1.6mo 
MEAN Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Mean 
LENGTH 
UTTERANCE Method A 4.54 4.28 5. 14 4.65 
Method B 4.56 4.34 5. 18 4.69 
96 
Description of Subjects 
Page 2 
VARIABLES SUBJECTS 
PHOTO Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Mean 
ARITICULATION 
TEST Method A 11 38 15 21. 3 
(total number 
of errors) Method B 17 17 25 19.6 
SPEECH Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Mean 
INTELLIGIBILITY 
INDEX Method A 98 86 98 94 
Method B 96 96 78 90 
PRE-CRITERION Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Mean 
TASK 5 SCORE 
(Percentage Method A 0 70 0 23.3 
correct out 
of ten) Method B 0 40 30 23.3 
APPENDIX E 
MLP LANGUAGE CURRICULUM 
A Core 
1 Identification of nouns 
2 Naming nouns 
3 In/on 
4 Is 
5 Is verbing 
6 Is interrogative 
7 What is 
8 He/she/it 
9 I am 
10 Singular noun present tense 
11 Plural nouns present tense 




14 Plural nouns are 
15 Are interrogative 
16 What are 
17 You/they/we 
18 Cumulative pronouns 
19 Cumulative is/are/am 
20 Cumulative is/are/am 
interrogative 
21 Cumulative what is/are/am 
22 Cumulative noun/pronoun/ 
verb/verbing 
23 Singular and plural past tense 
(t and d) 
C Optional 
24 Was/were 
25 Was/were interrogative 
26 What was/were 
27 Does/do 
28 Did 
29 Do/does/did interrogative 
30 What is/are doing 
31 What do/does/did 
32 Negatives not 
33 Conjunction and 
34 Infinitive to 
35 Future tense to 
36 Future tense will 






MLP CRITERION TEST SAMPLE QUESTIONS 
These are sample Questions and respon•s for the criterion tests. They have~ 
•tected trom the Question series 1n each program. See the Question series in eacn 
program for the specific Question forms and responses desired.Score only the 
underlined terms. Substitution of grammatically appropriate words and/or 
intelligible m1sarticulations are permitted. Use pictures or ob1ects. 
Present five Questions for most programs. 
Score• number correct X 100 or percentage correct 
5 
In programs 8, 17, 23, 25, 28, 32-36, 38, 39 and the 
cumulative programs ( 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22) present 15 questions and score 
number correct X 100 or percentage correct. 
15 Administer criterion tests before the program and after the 
program has been completed. Use Criterion Test Score Record form. 
Program 
Number Name Question Response 
Identification 
of nouns Touch the ball. Child touches ball. 
2 Naming nouns What is this? Noun 
3 In/on Where is the ball? in the house 
4 Is Is the ball round or 
SQuare? The ball is round. 
Where is the tree? The tree is in the yard. 
5 Is verbing Is the boy walking 
or running? The boy is walking. 
or 
What is the girl holding? The girl is holding a pen. 
or 
Where is the dog The dog is sleeping on 
sleeping? the floor. 
8 Is interrogative Guess if the ball is 
round or SQuare? Is the ball round? 
Of 
APPENDIX G 
MLP DELIVERY VARIABLES 
1) Stimulus. The stimulus precedes the model and the model precedes the response. 
Both visual (pictures) and auditory (verbal utterances) stimuli are presented. 
The clinician holds up a picture and describes it with a sentence which follows a 
pattern written in the stimulus column of the program being administered. See 
Appendix H for examples. The child does not repeat the stimulus. It merely 
represents the total final target of what the child will eventually be able to say 
spontaneously at the end of the program. 
2) ~- The model is the part of the stimulus that the child is expected to produce 
at any given step of the program. There are five types of models, i.e., Immediate 
Complete (IC), Delayed Complete (DC), Immediate Truncated (IT), Delayed Truncated 
(OT) and No Model (N). In~ the complete models, the teacher models the entire 
response for the child and the child imitates it. In truncated models, the teacher 
models only part of the response and the child is expected to fill in the other 
words and produce the entire response. In immediate models, the child responds 
immediately after the teacher presents the model. In delayed models, the child 
must "hold" the model briefly before he responds. In the last few steps of the 
program no model is given. Instead, questions are asked about pictures to 
encourage spontaneous use of the structure. The last step of the programs involves 
structured conversation with the child. See Appendix H for examples of the 
different types of models. 
3) Resoonse. The response refers to the target behavior. Responses are programmed, 
starting with easier, shorter responses and gradually increase in length and 
complexity. Appendix H illustrates this progression. 
4) Reinforcer. The consequence which follows the response is the reinforcer. The 
child is reinforced with tokens which can later be traded in for toys. Another 
reinforcer used, is the utterance "Good." This is spoken as the token is delivered. 
5) Reinforcement Schedule. The reinforcement schedule varies throughout a program. 
When a new skill is being taught there is 100 percent token reinforcement. As the 
child learns the skill, the token reinforcement is faded to 50 percent, then to 
10 percent and finally to no token reinforcement. For examples. see the column 
labeled "Sch" in Appendix H. Social reinforcement, "Good," is delivered on a 100 
percent schedule throughout all of the programs. 
6) Criterion. Criterion refers to the standard of performance the child must exhibit 
before moving to the next step of the program. If a child does not meet criterion 
on a particular step, the program provides branching procedures. 
APPENDIX H 
ONE OF THE TWO HLP PROGRAMS USED 
TITLE: He, She, It NO.: 8 
18 
TARGET: He/She/It is: N/Adj.//Ving N/Adv.//Ving P N "STEPS: 42 
COMMENTS: Accept Addition of "the'' in the Response as Correct R+: Redeemable Tokens 
CRITERION: 1()"20 
STEP STIMULUS MODEL RESPONSE Sch p Bl 






(I see a boy/man. He 
. He is N/Adj.) IC 100 0 245 
2 Pictures 
np- vp IC He is 100 5 
3 Pictures 
np - vp IC He is N/Adj. 100 1 17 
4 Pictures 
np- vp IT (He) He isNIAdj. so 29 
s Pictures 




(I see a girl/woman. 
!JI She is N/Adj.) IC 100 2 245 
2 Pictures 
np-vp IC She 100 245 
3 Pictures 
np-vp IC She is 100 3 5 
" Pictures np- vp IC She is N/Adj. 100 17 
s Pictures 
np- vp IT {She) She is N/ Adj. so 29 
6 Pictures 
np- Vjl N She is N/Adj. 10 .. 41 
One of the Two HLP Programs Used 
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np - vp 
(I see something. It 
is N/Adj.) 
2 Pictures 
np - vp 
3 Pictures 
np - vp 
4. Pictures 
np - vp 
s Pictur1!5 
np - vp 
Series 0 
l Pictures 
np - vp 
(I see a boy/man. He 








(I see a girl/woman. 






















RESPONSE Sc:h. p Bl 
It 100 245 
It is 100 5 5 
It is N/Adj. 100 17 
It is N/Adj. 50 29 
It is N/Adj. 10 6 41 
He is Ying N/Adv. 100 251 
He is Ying N/Adv. so 7 53 
He is Ying N/Adv. 10 68 
She is Ying N/Adv. TOO 251 
She is Ving N/Adv. so 8 53 
She is Ving N/Adv. 10 69 
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TITLE: He, She, It CONTINUATION 
3/5 
STE? STIMULUS MODEL RESPONSE Sc:h. p 81 
Series F 
1 Pic:tures 
np - vp 
(I see something. It 
is Ying the N//N/ 
It is Ying N/Adv~ Adv.) IC 100 9 251 
2 Pic:tures 
np - vp IT (It) It is Ying N/Adv •. 50 53 
3 Pic:tures 
np - vp N It is Ving N/Adv. 10 68 
Series G 
1 Pic:tures 
np - vp 
(I see a boy/man. He 
is Ying P the N) IC He is Ving P N 100 10 252 
---2 Pictures 
np - vp IT (He) He is Ving P N so 80 
3 Pic:tures 
np - vp N He is Ving P N 10 101 
Series H 
I Pictures 
np - vp 
(I see a girl/woman. 
She is Ying P the N) IC She is Ying P N 100 11 252 
2 Pictures 
np- vp IT (She) She is Ying P N so 80 
3 Pictures 




(I see something. It 
is Ying P the N) IC It is Ving P N 100 12 252 
2 Pictures 
np - vp IT (It) It is Ying P N so 80 
3 Pictures 
np- vp N It is Ying P N 10 IOI 
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TlnE: He, She, It CONTINUATION 
.1/5 




np - vp If 
(He/sh9/it/is: N/Adj / 
Ving the N/Adv//Ving 
He/she/it/is: N/Adj. P the N) IC 
//Ving N/Adv'/Ving 
PN 100 13 2.0 
2 Pictures 
Combinations IT 
np - vp (He/she/it) He/she/it/is: N/Adj. 
//Ving N/Adv//Ving 
PN so 29 
3 Pictures 
Combinations 
np - vp N He/she/it/is: N/Adj. 
//Ving N/Ad-1/ /Ying 




(Is he/she/it: N/Adj. J 
or N/AdjiJ? Ving the 
N 1or the 2? Ving P 
the NJ orPtheN2? 
Ving N/Adv.1ar N/ 
He/she/it! is: NI Adj. Adv.2? What is he/ 
she/it/ Ving? Where I /Ving N/Adv .// 
is he/she/it/ Ving?) IC Ving P N 100 2""5 
. 2 Pictures IT H9/shelit/ is: N/Adj • 
Questions (He/she/it) //Ving N/Adv.// 
Ving P N so 29 
3 Pictures He/she/it/ is: N/Adj 
Questions N //Ving N/Adv.// 
Ving P N 10 15 41 
Series L 
I Story N He/she/it/ is: N/Adj. 
//Ving NIAdv.I/ 
Ving P N 10 245 
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TITI.E: He/She/It CONTINUATION 
5/5 
STEP STIMULUS MODEL RESPONSE Sch. p Bl 
SeriesM 
I Conversation N He/she/i ti is: N/Adj. 
//Ying N/Adv.// 
Ving P N 10 16 245 
IHC 
End of program 
Stop 
Take criterion test 





PLAY INTERACTION PATTERNS 
1) Tangential Play. The investigator and subject played with similar, but separate 
toys. For example, both colored in their own coloring books. This method is 
suggested by Van Riper (1972). 
2) Coooerative Plav. The investigator played with the same toys as the subject. For 
example, both played with the same dollhouse. This method is suggested by Van 
Riper (1972). 
3) Role Playing. Both the investigator and the subject pretended to be different 
people. For example, the subject pretended to be a mother, while the investigator 
pretended to be a child in a "tea party" situation. Mclean and Snyder-Mclean 
(1978) suggest this technique. 
4) ~. Games were developed to elicit specific target structures. See Appendix K 
for examples. Muma (1978) has used games in language training. 
5) Modeling. The investigator provided well-formed sentences to describe both her own 
and the subject's activities. An effort was made to model the target sentence 
structure as often as possible. Lucas (1980), Mclean and Snyder-Mclean (1978), 
Hubbell (1977) and Mahoney and Seely (1976) advocate the use of modeling. 
6) Exoansion. This term refers to the investigator's response contingent upon a 
subject's grammatically incomplete or incorrect utterance. For example, if a 
subject said, "Her running," the investigator corrected and expanded this with ".s.!:!..e. 
~ running." Lucas (1980) and Muma (1979) suggest this technique in language 
training. 
7) Elicited Imitation. The investigator occasionally asked the subject to imitate a 
sentence which described an ongoing activity. For example, if a subject, while 
playing with a dollhouse, made the mother doll cook supper, then the investigator 





TASK 1 (spontaneous utterances) 
Time: 15 minutes 
Tester's role: parallel and cooperative play; parallel talking; occasional questioning, 











TASK 2 (relatively spontaneous) 
Time: 
Stimuli: 
amount of time it takes to elicit 10 target structures 
Books ( 
Tester's role: skinmingly read the story while eliciting the structure 
by saying: "Oh look!" "What's happening here?" "Tell 
me about this picture." 
tester may also try to get the child to make up his own 
story 
Sequence stories: 
Tester's role: give the child a set of pictures and say: "Make up a 
story about these pictures" 
Posters: 
Tester's role: 
tester may make up her own story without specifically 




poster and say: "Make up a story about this 












TASK 3 (model) 
Time: amount of time it takes to show 12 pictures 
Stimuli: 12 pictures, specifically chosen to elicit the target structure 
Tester's role: modeling 2 pictures while using the target structure correctly, for ex: 
"Listen: She is sliding down the hill (while holding up the appropriate 
picture)." "Listen again: "She is running home (while showing the 
appropriate picture)." "Now its your turn. Tell me about these 
















TASK 4 (questions) 
Time: amount of time it takes to show 10 pictures 
Stimuli: 10 pictures, specifically chosen to elicit the target structure 
Tester's role: holding up a picture and asking the question written on the back, such 
















TASK 5 (imitation) 
Time: amount of time it takes to show 10 pictures 
Stimuli: 10 pictures, specifically chosen to elicit the target structure 
Tester's role: holding up a picture and saying: 
picture ani:J then say the same thing." 












SCORE: ___ l, 
APPENDIX K 
PLAY ACTIVITIES 
Target Structure "she" 
1) ~: Hatching Card Game 
Materials: Giant Old Haid cards (without the Old Haid and with cards depicting 
only females) 
Procedures: 1) The cards were stacked so that when they were passed out. the 
subject received one of each pair and the investigator the other 
card of that pair. 
2) The investigator and the subject took turns drawing cards from each 
other. Because of the stacked deck, each time they drew a card, 
they had a pair. 
3) When they drew a card, they verbally described the pictures. such 
as: "~ is carrying dishes and .s..!:!..e. is carrying dishes. They go 
together!" 
4) If the subject did not follow the procedures modeled by the 
investigator during her turn, a prompt was used ("Say: She is 
carrying the dishes, etc."). 
2) ~: Dress the Doll 
Materials: Big, life-sized cloth doll, wig, eyes, nose, mouths (smiling and 
frowning), jewelry (earrings, necklace. bracelet), and a dress 
Procedures: 1) The first 5 minutes of the activity were somewhat structured with 
the investigator and subject taking turns dressing the doll. When 
taking her turn, the investigator modeled sentences such as, "Now, 
.s..!:!..e. has a mouth, your turn to put something on!" The subject then 
put something on the doll and spontaneously described the new 
addition. However, if the subject performed the activity silently, 
the investigator pointed to the new addition. and prompted the 
subject saying, "Tell me about what .s..!:!..e. has now." 
2) The remaining time was spent in less structured play with both the 
investigator and subject doing what they wanted to the doll. 
During this time, specific interaction techniques (as discussed 
earlier in this paper) were used to facilitate correct usage of the 
target, "she." 
3) ~: Puzzles 
Materials: Two puzzles with pictures of girls doing actions 
Procedures: The investigator and the subject each played with a puzzle. The 
investigator used specific interaction techniques to facilitate correct 
usage of the target, "she." 
4) ~: Paperdoll Play 
Materials: Peabody paperdoll and clothing 
,,.. 
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Play Activities Cont'd 
Target Structure "she" Cont'd 
Procedures: The investigator and the subject took turns putting different outfits 
on the doll and telling about what she was wearing and what she was 
going to do in that outfit. For example, the investigator put a 
nightgown on the doll and said, "~ is wearing a nightgown. ~ is 
going to wash her face and .she. is going to brush her teeth and then .she. 
is going to bed." If the subject did not spontaneously follow the 
investigator's model, specific interaction techniques were used to 
facilitate correct usage of the target when it was the subject's turn. 
5) ~: Recording Stories 
Materials: Cassette recorder and book 
Procedures: The investigator and the subject took turns making up stories about 
pictures in a book. The stories were recorded and listened to by the 
investigator and the subject. 
6) ~: Shopping 
Materials: Peabody food pictures, Raggedy Ann, small plastic foods and a small 
plastic bag 
Procedures: 1) The investigator put 6 pictures of food on the floor. 
2) The investigator and subject took turns making Raggedy Ann go 
shopping and buy food, saying for example, "~ buying cake and 
apples and milk." 
3) The investigator and the subject played freely with the plastic 
foods and plastic bag. Specific interaction techniques were used 
to facilitate correct usage of the target, "she," while making 
Raggedy Ann go shopping. 
7) ~: Doll Plays with Playdough 
Materials: Life-sized doll and playdough 
procedures: 1) For the first 5 minutes the investigator and the subject took turns 
making the doll perform an activity with the playdough, and at the 
same time, describing her actions. 
2) In the remaining time, the subject and the doll (moved by the 
investigator) played with the playdough. The investigator used 
specific interaction techniques to facilitate correct usage of the 
target. 
Target Structure "they" 
1) ~: Rummy 
Materials: Animal Rummy cards 
procedures: The same procedures as used with the Matching Card game, were used in 
playing Rummy. The only difference, was the standard sentence the 
investigator modeled when she got a pair ("~ are camels. ~ go 
together."). 
2) ~: Sorting 
Materials: Magnetic board, multi-colored alphabet letters; multi-colored beads, 
and several jars 
procedures: The investigator modeled the sorting of alphabet letters by colors, 
saying "~are blue, so 1hll go here. You can help too." Then both 
the investigator and the subject sorted the letters, all the while 
talking about what they were doing. The same procedures were used with 
the beads and jars. 
_,l 
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Play Activities Cont'd 
Target Structure "they" Cont'd 
3) ~: Car Racing 
Materials: Small race cars and blocks 
Procedures: The investigator and the subject played with the race cars. The 
investigator structured the activity somewhat, by setting up different 
situations and modeling actions and accompanying descriptions. For 
example, the investigator set up a race ("~ are racing. ~ 
crashed), devised a downhill ramp out of blocks ("~are rolling."). 
directed several cars to follow a particular car ("~ are following 
the red car."), made the cars stop and go, etcetera. Specific 
interaction techniques were used by the investigator to encourage 
correct usage of the target, "they." 
4) ~: Camping 
Materials: 2 cars, trailer and a boat 
Procedures: The investigator and the subject played freely with 2 cars, a trailer 
and a boat. The investigator modeled "pretend" play about people who 
were going camping ("~made a fire and~ cooked hotdogs and~ 
went to sleep in their sleeping bags."). Specific interaction 
techniques were used to facilitate correct usage of the target, "they." 
5) ~: Where are ~? 
Materials: 4 posters (zoo, lake, schoolroom and playground) 
Procedures: The investigator and the subject played a game in which one person 
described a picture without letting the other see it. The one who 
could not see the picture guessed where the children were. For 
example, the investigator said, "I see some kids. ~ are walking 
down a path. ~ see monkeys. ~ see lions. Where are ~?" If 
the subject could not guess, the investigator turned the picture 
towards him and said, "~ are at the zoo! Your turn, look at the 
picture and say what ~ are doing. Don't let me see!" 
Target Structures "she" and "they" 
The following play activities were used to facilitate both 
"they," with adjustments made in the procedures accordingly. For 
activity was painted pictures in a book, then pictures with more 
animal performing the same activity were selected, if the target was 
if the target was "she," pictures with one or more females 
activities, were selected. 
1) t!a!!:!e.: Painting Book 
Materials: Painting book, container of water, 2 brushes 
targets, "she" and 
example, if the 
than one person or 
"they." Whereas, 
performing various 
Procedures: The investigator and the subject each had his own picture to paint. 
The investigator modeled well-formed sentences about her picture as she 
painted, such as "~ riding a horse. I think ~will have a black 
hat." The· subject painted and commented about his pictures. However, 
if the subject did not spontaneously start talking about his picture as 
modeled by the investigator, then the investigator prompted the subject 
with a statement such as: "Tell me about what ~ is doing." 
2) .t!al!!e.: Tea Party 
Materials: Dolls, tea set, and water 
Procedures: 1) During the first 5 minutes the investigator and subject took turns 
playing with the dolls and talking about what they were doing. The 
investigator w~nt first and modeled a story, making the dolls 
perform as she used well-formed sentences to described their 
actions. The following is an example of a story: 
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Target Structures "she" and "they" Cont'd 
"lli's pouring the tea for her sister." 
"Now, ~·s drinking the tea." " 
lli's hungry, so ~·s going to eat." 
When it was the subject's turn to make up a story, the investigator 
used specific interaction techniques to facilitate correct usage of 
the target." 
2) During the rema1n1ng time, the investigator and the subject played 
freely with the dolls and the tea set. Again, facilitation of the 
target was accomplished through the use of specific interaction 
techniques. 
3) ~: Hide and Seek 
Materials: One girl doll (or several dolls) and a dollhouse 
Procedures: 1) The investigator and the subject took turns hiding the doll (dolls) 
and asking "Where is ~?" (Where are itJll?) and finding the doll 
2) 
(dolls) and saying, "She is " (They are ). 
The investigator and the subject 
(dolls) and the dollhouse. Specific 
used to facilitate the target. 
played freely with the doll 
interaction techniques were 
4) ~: Day at the Lake 
Materials: One stick-on board (picture of a lake, sand, grass, rocks, etc.), 
objects to stick on the board (boys and girls swimming, boys and girls 
sitting and standing, balls, sand buckets, innertubes, boats and a dock) 
Procedures: 1) The investigator and the subject took turns placing various things 
on the board and talking about the pictures. 
2) The investigator and the subject both played freely with the board 
and stick-on objects, while the investigator used specific 
interaction techniques to facilitate correct usage of the target. 
5) ~: Spinning Game 
Materials: Spinner, picture cards to be placed under the spinner (rooms card, food 
card, animal card, common objects card), and a doll (dolls) 
Procedures: The investigator and the subject took turns spinning the spinner and 
making the doll (dolls) pretend to do something related to the picture 
card while commenting upon what the doll (dolls) was (were) doing. For 
example, if the spinner landed on the bathroom section of the room 
card, the investigator put the doll (dolls) on that section and said, 
"lli is taking a bath" (~are taking a bath). Now,~ is brushing 
her teeth (~ are brushing their teeth). Now it is your turn to 
spin." 
6) ~: Water Fun 
Materials: Fisher-Price dolls, boats and wind-up frogs 
Procedures: The investigator and the subject played freely with a container of 
water, dolls, frogs and boats. Specific interaction techniques were 
used to facilitate correct usage of the structure. 
7) ~: Dinosaurs and the Dolls 
Materials: Dinosaurs, fence, rocks, dolls 
Procedures: The investigator and the subject played freely with the dinosaurs and 
the dolls. Specific interaction techniques were used to facilitate 
correct usage of the structure. 
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8) ~: Raggedy Ann and Andy 
Materials: 
Procedures: 
9) ~: Home 
Materials: 
Small Raggedy Ann and Andy Dolls 
The investigator and the subject took 
Andy) do things (sleep, walk, run, 
the actions. 
turns making Raggedy Ann (and 
jump, etcetera), as they described 
Dollhouse, dolls, cars, boats, etcetera 
Procedures: 1) During the first 5 minutes, the investigator and the subject took 
turns making the dolls perform actions and then describing those 
actions. 
2) During the remaining time, the investigator and the subject played 
freely with the dolls. Specific interaction techniques were used 
to facilitate the correct usage of the target. (With the target 
"they" it was very important to set up situations in which more 
than one person was doing something, such as, two dolls, sitting in 
a car, going to the store). 
